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College-aged individuals experience verbal and physical dating aggression at high 
rates, which is troubling given the associated deleterious consequences. Verbal and 
physical aggression are highly correlated, with verbal aggression often serving as a 
precursor to physical aggression.  The current studies examined factors that may 
influence the likelihood and escalation of dating aggression in response to a dating 
conflict scenario, including alcohol intoxication, self-regulation, and trait aggressivity.  
Study 1 assessed the construct validity of a newly developed audio-taped scenario of 
mutual aggression as well as a hot sauce task.  Men and women with (n=31) and without 
(n=30) a history of past-year dating aggression provided responses to the conflict 
scenario using the Articulated Thoughts in Simulated Situations (ATSS) procedure.  
Under the guise of an assessment of sensitivity, participants allocated hot sauce for a 
fictitious participant to consume.  Results supported the construct validity of the conflict 
scenario but not the hot sauce task, which was therefore not included in Study 2.  Study 2 
 vii 
examined  the  influence of alcohol’s  pharmacological  and expectancy effects as well as 
one’s ability to self-regulate thoughts, feelings, and behavior on aggression intentions in 
response to the mutual aggression conflict scenario.  Participants were randomized to 
either receive alcohol (n=48; blood alcohol content M = .082%), placebo (n=48), or no 
alcohol (n=48).  Using ATSS procedures identical to Study 1, intoxicated individuals 
articulated more verbal aggression intentions overall and exhibited a greater increase 
across the conflict scenario than those who did not receive alcohol, but did not differ 
from those who received placebo.  There were no effects of alcohol on physical 
aggression intentions.  Individuals who received placebo and who were poorer at 
suppressing emotions articulated more verbal aggression intentions than intoxicated 
individuals.  Additionally, individuals higher in trait aggressivity articulated more 
physical aggression intentions and intoxicated individuals with lower relationship 
satisfaction articulated more verbal aggression intentions.  Results suggest that both the 
pharmacological and expectancy effects of alcohol were important to the occurrence of 
aggression. Whereas higher trait aggressivity and lower relationship satisfaction may be 
risk  factors  for  aggression,  regulating  one’s  emotions  may  reduce  the frequency of 
aggression. 
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Chapter 1: Background and Introduction 
Interpersonal aggression is not a recent phenomenon, however, continued 
empirical exploration is necessary to better understand the nature of aggression between 
intimate partners as well as the factors associated with its occurrence.  In order to 
distinguish between different types of aggressive behaviors, aggression has been used to 
describe behavior intended to cause harm (either verbally or physically) to another 
individual, whereas violence refers to behaviors with the goal of extreme harm such as 
death (Anderson & Bushman, 2002).  Although often referred to as intimate partner 
violence (IPV), I will refer to aggression toward an intimate partner as partner or dating 
aggression throughout, as the behaviors examined in the current studies are not 
associated with intent to cause extreme harm.  Regardless of how these behaviors are 
defined, dating aggression is a public health concern due to the frequency with which it 
occurs as well as the associated negative consequences. 
One in three college couples reported that at least one incident of aggression 
occurred during the course of their dating relationship (Jackson, 1999; Lewis & 
Fremouw, 2001).  As many as 82% of dating partners reported verbal aggression (Shook, 
Gerrity, Jurich, & Segrist, 2000), sometimes referred to as psychological aggression, 
which refers to any direct or indirect non-physical act intended to upset a partner (Jenkins 
& Aubé, 2002).  Physical aggression, in contrast, involves physically attacking a partner 
in order to cause harm to his or her body (Murphy & O’Leary, 1989), and was reported 
by 21% of dating partners surveyed about the past 12-months (Shook et al., 2000).  The 
prevalence of partner aggression has been shown to increase dramatically between the 
ages  of  15  and  25,  reaching  its  peak  between  the  ages  of  20  and  25  (O’Leary,  1999).  
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Even though the frequency of partner aggression may decrease after the age of 25, large 
nationally representative surveys conclude that one in six married couples experience an 
incident of physical aggression each year (Schafer, Caetano, & Clark, 1998; Straus & 
Gelles, 1990).   
The high rates of verbal and physical aggression are concerning because of the 
myriad of associated negative consequences which include physical injuries (American 
Medical Association, 1992), depression and anxiety (Amar & Gennaro, 2005; Cascardi, 
O’Leary, Lawrence, & Schlee, 1995), increased risk for substance use, unhealthy weight 
control behaviors, and suicidal ideation or suicide attempts (Silverman, Raj, Mucci, & 
Hathaway, 2001).  Psychological aggression alone was associated with impaired physical 
health, and when there was a history of both psychological and physical aggression, 
women were more likely to use psychoactive drugs (Romito, Turan, & De Marchi, 2005).  
Verbal and physical aggression are often highly correlated (Lundeberg, Stith, 
Penn, & Ward, 2004), as 94% of those who reported physical aggression also reported 
verbal aggression (Shook et al., 2000).  One possible explanation for this relation is that 
the occurrence of verbal aggression over time may lead to minor acts of physical 
aggression  (Murphy & O’Leary, 1989; Ryan, 1998),  and  then  to more  severe  forms of 
physical aggression (O’Leary, 1993).  A longitudinal investigation of self-reported verbal 
and physical aggression found that prior verbal aggression predicted future physical 
aggression for both husbands and wives (Schumacher & Leonard, 2005).  Moreover, 
once physical aggression is established in a relationship it  is  likely  to persist  (O’Leary, 
1999) and may even extend into future intimate and marital relationships (Roscoe, & 
Benaske, 1985).   
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Verbal aggression may also lead to the occurrence of physical aggression within a 
discrete incident or conflict (Sillars, Roberts, Dun, & Leonard, 2002).  This escalation 
may contribute to a  pattern  of  “common  couple  violence”  (Johnson,  1995,  p.  285) in 
which mild to moderately severe aggression is reciprocated by both partners (Johnson, 
1995).  These types of relationships are relatively common, with verbal aggression 
thought to precipitate and escalate to physical aggression during the conflict (Roberts, 
2006).  This may be the prevalent pattern for aggression among dating couples given that 
both men and women perpetrate aggression towards each other at approximately equal 
rates (Arias, Samios, & O’Leary, 1987; Hines & Saudino, 2003; Magdol, Moffitt, Caspi, 
Newman, Fagan, & Silva, 1997; Riggs, O’Leary, & Breslin, 1990; Straus & Sweet, 1992; 
White & Koss, 1991).  Additionally, between one half and two-thirds of adolescents and 
young adults who reported dating aggression indicated that the aggression was mutual 
(Gray & Foshee, 1997; Whitaker, Haileyesus, Swahn, Saltzman, 2007).   
A pattern of reciprocating aggression has been shown in laboratory investigations 
of communication between couples (e.g., Gottman, 1994; Margolin & Wampold, 1981), 
whereby negative behavior by one partner was responded to with additional negative 
behavior by the other partner.  In couples with a history of physical aggression, negative 
reciprocations may escalate faster, with both partners more responsive to negative 
behaviors than couples without a history of physical aggression (Cordova, Jacobson, 
Gottman, Rushe, & Cox, 1993; Margolin, John, & Gleberman, 1988; Noller & Roberts, 
2002).  Whereas ethical concerns prevent this pattern of escalation from verbal to 
physical aggression to be studied within a laboratory setting, participants do verbalize 
statements reflecting physical aggression intentions during laboratory procedures (e.g., 
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Eckhardt, 2007) suggesting the possibility of documenting the process of aggression 
escalation using behavioral intentions to hypothetical scenarios. 
A L C O H O L USE A ND A G G R ESSIO N 
Consumption of alcohol has been consistently related to interpersonal aggression, 
including partner aggression (for review, see Bushman & Cooper, 1990; Leonard & 
Quigley, 1999; Wells, Mihic, Tremblay, Graham, Demers, 2008).  Laboratory studies 
assessing non-intimate interpersonal aggression often use the Taylor Aggression 
Paradigm (TAP) in which participants engage in a competitive task with a fictitious 
partner, and aggression is measured by the administration of electric shocks to that 
partner (Taylor, 1967).  Findings have consistently shown that individuals who were 
administered alcohol responded more aggressively than individuals who received placebo 
or no alcohol (e.g., Chermack & Giancola, 1997; Taylor & Chermack, 1993).  
Partner aggression has also been related to frequent heavy drinking and binge 
drinking (defined as four or more drinks per drinking occasion for women, and five or 
more drinks for men; Leonard & Quigley, 1999; Leonard & Senchak, 1993; Leonard & 
Senchak, 1996).  Heavy alcohol use by the husband was predictive of aggression that 
occurred both prior to and one year after marriage.  Alcohol use by the wife was also 
related to aggression,  but  only  because  it  correlated  with  the  husband’s  alcohol  use 
(Leonard & Senchak, 1996).  Moreover, one third of married couples’ violent  incidents 
involve alcohol (Caetano, Cunradi, Clark, & Shafer, 2000).  On days when alcohol was 
consumed, partner aggression was more frequent and severe (Testa, Quigley, & Leonard, 
2003).  There have been mixed findings, however, about the relation between aggression 
and alcohol use in dating couples.   
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Early studies of alcohol use and dating aggression found that alcohol was not 
significantly related to dating aggression (e.g., Brodbelt, 1983; Laner, 1983), whereas 
later studies have found significant associations between alcohol use and dating 
aggression (Fossos, Neighbors, Kaysen, & Hove, 2007; Hines & Straus, 2007; Rapoza & 
Baker, 2008; Stappenbeck & Fromme, 2010; Stets & Henderson, 1991).  Moreover, 
event-level investigations concluded that the odds of experiencing verbal or physical 
aggression among college women were greater on heavy drinking days compared to 
nondrinking days (Parks, Hsieh, Bradizz, & Romosz, 2008).  In addition, both men and 
women increased their use of verbal aggression, and women increased their use of 
physical aggression, when alcohol was consumed 3 hours prior to the incident (Shook et 
al., 2000).   
Alcohol’s Effects on Aggression 
The association between alcohol and aggression may be related to alcohol 
outcome expectancies, or the belief that alcohol leads to aggression.  Alcohol may also 
increase aggression through its pharmacological effects by impairing higher order 
cognitive processes that would otherwise inhibit aggressive behavior.  Placebo-controlled 
alcohol administration designs can help dissociate expectancy explanations from 
pharmacological explanations for the effects of alcohol on dating aggression.   
Alcohol’s Expectancy Effects on Aggression 
An expectancy explanation suggests that aggression should increase if the person 
believes they have consumed alcohol (i.e., alcohol expectancy set) even if their beverage 
contains no alcohol.  Such effects of expectancy set should be strongest when the 
individual believes that alcohol will make them more aggressive (i.e., alcohol outcome 
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expectancy) and aggression is seen as a positive outcome because it may relieve feelings 
of anger or frustration (Baumeister & Bushman, 2007).  Some individuals with stronger 
alcohol outcome expectancies for aggression display more aggressive behavior in 
response to alcohol (Derman & George, 1989; Leonard & Senchak, 1993), but others do 
not (Norris & Kerr, 1993; Quigley & Leonard, 1999), suggesting that both pharmacology 
and expectancies may help explain the association between alcohol and aggression.  
 Alcohol’s Pharmacological Effects on Aggression 
A pharmacological explanation of the link between alcohol and aggression 
suggests that aggression should increase only after actually consuming alcohol regardless 
of whether the individuals believes his or her drink contains alcohol. Acute alcohol 
consumption is thought to impair executive cognitive functioning that is generally related 
to regulatory processes that would otherwise inhibit behavior (Giancola, 2000), therefore, 
intoxicated behavioral responses such as aggression may be more likely in response to a 
threat (Curtin, Patrick, Lang, Cacioppo, & Birbaumer, 2001).  Specifically, acute alcohol 
consumption influences the cues to which an individual may attend, specifically those 
that are the most salient aspects of the situation (Steele & Josephs, 1990; Taylor & 
Leonard, 1983).  If the predominant cues in the environment are aggressive in nature, 
intoxicated individuals are more likely to act aggressively than sober individuals.  
Moreover, alcohol interferes with higher order cognitive processes associated with 
personal standards of conduct (Bailey, Leonard, Cranston, & Taylor, 1983), making 
socially inappropriate behavior such as aggression more likely under the influence of 
acute alcohol intoxication.  These cognitive and attentional impairments interfere with 
one’s ability to self-regulate when intoxicated. 
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SE L F-RE G UL A TIO N 
Self-regulation broadly refers to “the many processes by which the human psyche 
exercises  control  over  its  functions,  states,  and  inner  processes”  (Vohs  &  Baumeister, 
2004, p. 1).  For the purposes of study in psychology, self-regulation is usually limited to 
efforts made to alter the way people think and feel, as well as behavioral impulses and 
task performances.  A component of self-regulation, emotion regulation refers to a 
process whereby individuals evaluate their affective state and take action to either modify 
their affective experiences or expressive behaviors (Goldsmith & Davidson, 2004; Gross, 
1998, 1999).  There are several ways in which an individual can regulate their affective 
states, including the use of cognitive reappraisal to modify thoughts about emotionally 
laden situations in order to decrease the emotional response (Gross & John, 2003).  Other 
strategies  involve  suppressing  one’s  emotions  or  an  emotionally-expressive behavioral 
response (Gross & John, 2003).  Therefore, observable behaviors can either be an 
indication of regulation or dysregulation, the latter being associated with maladaptive 
behavioral outcomes including interpersonal aggression (Garber & Dodge, 1991).  
Self-Regulation , Anger Arousal, and Aggression 
The level of emotional arousal may influence the extent to which an individual 
employs regulatory processes.  That is, when an individual experiences emotional 
arousal, they may engage in an emotional or behavioral regulatory process to modulate 
their level of arousal.  Moreover, an individual’s ability (or inability) to self-regulate will 
influence their arousal by maintaining, increasing, or decreasing their level of emotional 
arousal.  In some cases, poor self-regulation will lead to high levels of anger arousal, 
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which has been related to the occurrence of interpersonal aggression (Berkowitz, 1993; 
Holtzworth-Munroe & Clements, 2007).   
Husbands who perpetrated partner aggression expressed higher levels of anger 
arousal than nonaggresive husbands (Eckhardt, Barbour, & Stuart, 1997; Schumacher, 
Feldbau-Kohn, Slep, & Heyman, 2001).  When couple communication was recorded and 
coded, aggressive couples expressed greater levels of anger than distressed but 
nonaggressive and nondistressed couples (Jacobson et al., 1994).  In addition, the same 
association between anger arousal and aggression has been observed among dating 
couples.  Compared to those without a history of dating aggression, individuals with a 
history of dating aggression engaged in more frequent anger-expressive behaviors, 
exhibited less control over their anger expression, and had poorer anger management 
skills (Dye & Eckhardt, 2000; Lundeberg et al., 2004).  High levels of anger arousal 
among individuals with a history of aggression is concerning as feelings of anger were 
cited as a motivation to perpetrate dating aggression (Muñoz-Rivas, Graña, O’Leary, & 
Gonzalez, 2007).  Thus, individuals who are poor at self-regulating and who experience 
greater levels of anger arousal may be more likely to engage in aggressive behavior. 
INDIV IDU A L D IF F E RE N C ES A ND D A TIN G A G G R ESSIO N 
Individual difference factors may provide information about who is at greatest 
risk for perpetrating dating aggression.  Trait aggressivity, a history of dating aggression, 
ethnicity, and relationship characteristics such as satisfaction and emotional commitment, 
have been associated with partner aggression. 
 9 
T rait Aggressivity 
Trait aggressivity, an individual’s predisposition to engage in aggressive behavior 
(Buss & Perry, 1992), has been consistently shown to moderate the effects of alcohol 
intoxication on aggression (Eckhardt & Crane, 2008; Giancola, 2002; Giancola, 
Godlaski, & Parrott, 2005; Miller, Parrott, & Giancola, 2009).  The effects of alcohol 
expectancies on aggressive behavior were rendered nonsignificant after controlling for 
participants’ trait aggressivity, although a significant direct effect of alcohol intoxication 
remained (Giancola et al., 2005).  These findings were replicated in a dating sample of 
men and women using the Articulated Thoughts in Simulated Situations (ATSS) 
procedure in which participants articulated responses to dating scenarios (Eckhardt & 
Crane, 2008).  Intoxicated individuals high in trait aggressivity articulated more 
aggression than intoxicated individuals with low trait aggressivity and all participants in 
the placebo condition (Eckhardt & Crane, 2008).  Thus, intoxicated aggression in dating 
situations appears to be the result of a combination of the pharmacological effects of 
alcohol and trait aggressivity.   
Bac kground and Relationship C haracter istics 
Although partner aggression is present among all ethnic groups, differences 
among ethnicities have been observed.  The National Longitudinal Couples Survey 
reported that 23% of Blacks, 17% of Hispanics, and 11.5% of Whites experienced an 
incident of male-to-female partner aggression, and 30% of Blacks, 21% of Hispanics, and 
15% of Whites experienced female-to-male partner aggression (Caetano et al., 2000).  
Additionally, rates of mutual partner aggression were greater among Blacks than 
Hispanics and Whites (Caetano, Ramisetty-Mikler, & Field, 2005).  When comparisons 
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were made between Whites and non-Whites, non-White were at greatest risk for 
perpetrating physical aggression with an intimate partner (Roudsari, Leahy, & Walters, 
2009).   
Relationship characteristics such as satisfaction and the level of emotional 
commitment between partners have been related to the occurrence of dating aggression 
(Billingham,  1987;  O’Leary,  Malone,  &  Tyree,  1994;  Pedersen  & Thomas, 1992).  
Individuals with lower levels of relationship satisfaction were more likely to perpetrate 
psychological aggression than those with higher levels of satisfaction (O’Leary  et  al., 
1994), which may be related to an increased amount of conflict occurring in relationships 
with lower satisfaction.  Relationships that are defined as more meaningful, serious, or 
involve high levels of commitment, however, are at greater risk for partner aggression 
than more casual relationships (Arriaga, 2002; Pedersen & Thomas, 1992; Stith, Jester, & 
Bird, 1992).  Close relationships involve a level of interdependency in which one 
partner’s behavior has a significant impact on the other partner, which may lead to more 
conflict and therefore greater levels of aggression (Finkel, 2007). In addition, individuals 
in relationships with higher levels of commitment may be less likely to end the 
relationship following an incident of aggression. 
SU M M A R Y A ND PR OP OSE D RESE A R C H 
Previous studies of alcohol’s  effects on partner aggression have typically not 
assessed both male- and female-perpetrated aggression in dating relationships.  The 
current research therefore used experimental methodology to test the frequency with 
which verbal and physical aggression intentions were articulated in response to dating 
conflict, as well as the escalation from verbal to physical aggression intentions 
throughout the conflict scenario by both men and women.  Specifically, an inability for 
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intoxicated individuals to self-regulate was tested as an explanatory mechanism of dating 
aggression.  In addition, individuals who are less able to self-regulate their emotions and 
behavioral impulses may also report a greater level of emotional arousal and therefore 
articulate more verbal and physical aggression intentions, as well as an escalation from 
verbal to physical aggression intentions. 
The direct effects of trait aggressivity on aggression intentions were examined as 
well as the moderating effects of alcohol intoxication.  Trait aggressivity may also be 
related to aggression intentions due to an inability to regulate ones emotions and 
impulses.  Moreover, because once a pattern of aggression is established in a relationship 
it is likely to continue, the effects of a past-year dating aggression on verbal and physical 
aggression intentions were examined.  Additionally, the direct effects of ethnicity as well 
as the direct and indirect effects of relationship satisfaction and commitment on 
aggression intentions were also examined.  Non-Whites and those lower in relationship 
satisfaction and higher in emotional commitment to their current dating partner were 
expected to articulate more aggression intentions than Whites and individuals with 
greater satisfaction and less commitment.  These direct effects may be stronger among 
intoxicated individuals than sober individuals (regardless of whether they believed they 
received alcohol).  Given the high rates of verbal aggression among dating partners, and 
the subsequent increased risk for physical aggression in response to conflict, the proposed 
research would inform much needed intervention efforts to break the cycle of aggression 
between dating partners.  Illustration 1.1 represents the conceptual model from which the 
major study hypotheses are based. 
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Illustration 1.1.  Conceptual model of the influences of alcohol intoxication, self-regulation, a past-year dating aggression, 
relationship characteristics, and ethnicity on aggression intentions 
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Chapter 2: Study 1 Const ruct Validity of T wo Experimental M easures 
of Aggression 
IN TR O DU C T IO N 
Few investigations have utilized experimental designs to study dating aggression, 
with those that have primarily focused on male-perpetrated aggression in married couples 
(Eckhardt et al., 1998; Eckhardt, & Dye, 2000; Holtzworth-Munroe & Hutchinson, 1993; 
Jacobson et al., 1994; Leonard & Roberts, 1998).   One of the most common methods for 
assessing aggression in the laboratory is the Taylor Aggression Paradigm (TAP; Taylor, 
1967) in which participants engage in a competitive task with a fictitious partner, and 
aggression is measured as the administration of electric shocks to that partner.  Although 
this has been found to reliably elicit aggression in men (Giancola, 2003; Giancola, 
Parrott, & Roth, 2006; Giancola & Zeichner, 1997; Parrott & Giancola, 2006), women do 
not regularly respond with aggression to this task (e.g., Giancola et al., 2005).  Moreover, 
the TAP procedures may not be applicable to the kind of aggression often expressed in 
romantic relationships, such as psychological or verbal aggression.  Two possible 
alternative methods for experimentally examining aggression occurring in the context of 
romantic relationships include the Articulated Thoughts in Simulated Situations (ATSS; 
Davison, Robins, & Johnson, 1983) procedure and the hot sauce task (Lieberman, 
Solomon, Greenburg, & McGregor, 1999). 
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Articulated T houghts in Simulated Situations (A TSS) 
The ATSS is a think-aloud procedure in which participants articulate responses to 
recorded scenarios, and it has been used frequently in the past 25 years as a cognitive 
assessment of anxiety (Davison, Haaga, Rosenbaum, Dolezal, & Weinstein, 1991), 
depression (White, Davison, Haaga, & White, 1992), and more recently partner 
aggression (Eckhardt, 2007; Eckhardt & Crane, 2008; Eckhardt & Jamison, 2002; 
Eckhardt, Jamison, & Watts, 2002).  The ATSS procedure has advantages over 
questionnaire approaches in that the ATSS may provide a more accurate assessment of an 
individual’s thoughts, as opposed to questionnaires that typically constrain participants to 
specific responses (Davison et al., 1983; Merluzzi, Rudy, & Glass, 1981). Additionally, 
participants provide responses after short 30-second segments of the recorded scenarios, 
which allows for a nearly real-time assessment of cognitions while reducing interference 
with the listening task (Davison, Vogel, & Coffman, 1997). 
For studying partner aggression, the ATSS has elicited aggressive responses to 
interpersonal situations, including those involving jealousy (Eckhardt, 2007; Eckhardt & 
Crane, 2008; Eckhardt et al, 2002). The scenarios used in these studies typically portray 
the woman having (what appears to be) a romantic interaction with another man that her 
boyfriend or husband witnesses.  Male participants who responded to this scenario using 
the ATSS procedure articulated aggressive responses (Eckhardt, 2007; Eckhardt et al., 
2002), especially among those who were intoxicated, or who had higher levels of 
dispositional aggressivity or trait anger (Eckhardt, 2007; Eckardt & Crane, 2008).  
Although the scenario used in these previous studies may not be uncommon in dating 
relationships, it does not depict the potential reciprocal aggressive interaction that could 
occur between jealous partners.  Because the majority of dating aggression is thought to 
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resemble the pattern of common couple violence in which arguments escalate from verbal 
to minor physical aggression and involve aggressive responding by both partners 
(Johnson, 1995), it is important to assess partners’ responses to mutual aggression.  To do 
so experimentally, it would be important to develop a new scenario that depicts a conflict 
between dating partners that escalates in mutual aggression from verbal to physical 
aggression.  Additionally, although aggressive behavior by both men and women is likely 
to influence the escalation of aggression during the course of a conflict, only one known 
study has examined women’s aggressive responses using the ATSS  (Eckhardt & Crane, 
2008).  It is important, therefore, to investigate the aggressive responses of men and 
women during the course of a relationship conflict with escalating levels of mutual 
aggression.  
Hot Sauce T ask 
The hot sauce task (Lieberman et al., 1999) is an experimental assessment of 
aggressive behaviors in which participants determine the amount of hot sauce a second 
fictitious participant must consume.  The participant is typically informed that the other 
participant does not like spicy foods, and they are usually provoked prior to allocating the 
hot sauce.  Recent studies have examined the allocation of hot sauce in response to 
ostracism, social appraisals, and alcohol intoxication (Evers, Fischer, Rodriguez 
Mosquera, & Manstead, 2005; Klinesmith, Kasser, & McAndrew, 2006; McGregor et al., 
1998; Warburton, Williams, & Cairns, 2006).  The hot sauce task was found to have 
convergent validity as the amount of hot sauce allocated was associated with trait 
aggressivity (Bègue et al., 2009; Denson, White, & Warburton, 2009).  Additionally, both 
men and women have been found to respond with aggression to this task (Denson et al., 
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2009), however, women responded less aggressively than men when they were told they 
would meet the fictitious participant (Evers et al., 2005).   
The hot sauce task may be an alternative to other assessments that cause distress 
to participants, such as the TAP.  This hot sauce task does not require expensive or 
elaborate equipment, and it is relatively flexible to assess aggressive responding to a 
variety of negative feedback or provocation.  Additionally, it is easily quantifiable and is 
thought to be an ecologically valid assessment of aggression (Lieberman et al., 1999).  It 
is not known, however, whether this task elicits aggression within a dating context and 
would reliably discriminate aggressive responding between those with and without a 
history of dating aggression. 
Study 1 Aims and H ypotheses 
The current study was designed to examine the reliability and construct validity of 
two experimental assessments of aggression: the ATSS and hot sauce procedures.  The 
use of a novel dating conflict scenario in conjunction with the ATSS procedure was 
examined.  This new scenario depicted a conflict that occurred between dating partners 
that stemmed from jealousy and escalated from verbal to physical aggression by both 
partners.  Participants with and without a history of perpetrating verbal and physical 
dating aggression within the past year were recruited to participate.   
For the ATSS, it was hypothesized that all individuals would rate the dating 
conflict scenario as involving a more serious and severe conflict than the neutral scenario.  
Additionally, it was anticipated that individuals with a history of past-year dating 
aggression would report more verbal and physical aggression intentions in response to the 
dating conflict scenario than individuals without a history of past-year dating aggression.  
Because the hot sauce task had not previously been used in a dating aggression context, 
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we tentatively hypothesized that individuals with a history of past-year dating aggression 
would allocate a greater amount of hot sauce to the fictitious participant than individuals 
without a history of past-year dating aggression. 
M E T H O D 
Participants 
Participants (N = 61) were recruited from a large subject pool of introductory 
psychology students at UT Austin, newspaper advertisements, flyers around the 
community, and Internet advertisements (i.e., Craigslist).  Eligible participants were in a 
current dating relationship for at least one month but were not married, and self-identified 
as heterosexual.  Those who reported no verbal or physical aggression on the telephone 
or online screening questionnaire comprised the no dating aggression group (n = 30; 53% 
female).  Individuals who reported perpetrating both verbal and physical aggression 
comprised the dating aggression group (n = 31; 48% female).  Those who reported 
perpetrating severe physical aggression (i.e., beat up partner or used a weapon or gun 
against partner) were excluded from the study.  Participants had an average age of 19.74 
(SD = 2.13) years, average family income of $63,000, and their ethnic make-up was 38% 
White, 26% Asian, 21% Hispanic, 5% Black, and 10% multi-ethnic or other.   
Procedures and Tasks 
Individuals who met the initial inclusion criteria were screened over the telephone 
or online to determine their history of dating aggression within the past year.  If eligible, 
they were scheduled for a single laboratory session in which trained undergraduate 
research  assistants  blind  to  the  participant’s  aggression  status administered all study 
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procedures.  Upon arriving at the laboratory, participants were informed that another 
person of the opposite-sex was scheduled to participate at the same time.  To add 
credibility to our cover story, both the actual and fictitious participant’s names were pre-
printed on a sign-in sheet that the participants completed immediately upon their arrival.  
Depending on whether the participant was early or late to their scheduled appointment, 
we modified the story to either indicate that the second participant had already arrived 
(i.e., was signed in) or had not yet arrived (i.e., was not signed in).  After providing 
informed consent, participants were taken to a private assessment room that required they 
walk past a second assessment room prepared for the fictitious participant.  Again, this 
room was either closed with a “study in progress” sign on the door if the other participant 
was said to have already arrived, or it was open and appeared set-up for the second 
participant.  Participants were then asked to complete an initial packet of questionnaires 
assessing their baseline mood states. 
Articulated Thoughts in Simulated Situations 
Participants were informed that they would be listening to several recordings of a 
dating couple having conversations (see Appendix A for the instructions provided to 
participants).  Both the neutral and conflict scenarios were presented in eight discrete 
segments each approximately 30-seconds in duration. The neutral scenario served as a 
baseline assessment of aggression and was therefore presented first.  Participants were 
instructed to imagine that the situation depicted in each scenario was actually happening 
to them.  Using the ATSS procedure, participants were given 30-seconds between each 
segment to respond out loud about their thoughts, feelings, and anticipated behavioral 
responses to what most recently happened in the scenario.  While listening to each 
segment, participants were instructed to continuously track their subjective emotional 
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arousal.  A meter presented on the computer screen reflected the current position of the 
mouse, and participants indicated increases or decreases in their arousal by moving the 
mouse forward or backward, respectively.  To ensure that all participants were familiar 
with the equipment and understood the study procedures, participants were given several 
practice  trials  in  which  they  listened  to  recordings  of  a  children’s  book.    Corrective 
feedback on study procedures and additional practice trials were provided as necessary.  
After the practice trials, research assistants left the room and asked participants to use the 
same procedures while listening to the neutral and conflict scenarios.  Articulated 
responses were recorded by a microphone attached to a digital voice recorder. 
Hot Sauce Task 
The hot sauce procedure (Lieberman et al., 1999) was modified for use in the 
current study to fit within the context of conflict in dating relationships.  After 
completing the ATSS procedures, participants were informed that the second part of the 
study consisted of an assessment of sensitivity.  They were told that the second 
participant completed the same procedure and that they would each evaluate a graph of 
the other’s emotional arousal to the conflict scenario. They were given an arousal graph, 
purportedly provided by the other participant, and asked to provide feedback about the 
person’s emotional  sensitivity.   They were  told  that  the other participant was doing  the 
same for them and their feedback would be exchanged.  Participants were then presented 
with negative feedback provided by the second (fictitious) participant.  Again, to add 
credibility to the manipulation, feedback was hand written by research assistants of the 
same gender as the fictitious participant (e.g., a male if the actual participant was female) 
and personalized with their name in several places throughout the feedback.   
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Under the guise of an assessment of taste sensitivity, participants were then 
provided a small sample of hot sauce and asked to indicate their preference and liking of 
the hot  sauce.   They were given  the  fictitious  participant’s  taste  preference  indicating a 
strong dislike for the hot sauce, and were then told to pour as much or as little hot sauce 
into a container for the other participant to consume.  They were again told that the other 
participant was doing the same for them.  After allocating an amount of hot sauce, 
participants were debriefed regarding the deception and actual intentions of the hot sauce 
task.   
Positive Mood Manipulation 
After completing both aggression assessments and being debriefed, participants 
viewed a 10-minute video clip of the popular comedy television series “The Office” as a 
positive mood manipulation.  This ensured that participants did not leave the laboratory 
feeling distressed after exposure to the dating conflict scenario and hot sauce task.  A 
similar mood manipulation procedure has been shown to reliably elicit a positive mood 
(Ciarrochi & Forgas, 2000).  Afterward, participants rated their current mood to ensure 
they did not endorse feeling “very angry.”  The candidate was available to meet with the 
participant in a private room to discuss the nature of their angry mood and to determine 
whether or not they were safe to leave the lab, although this was not necessary.  Lastly, 
participants were compensated $15 or awarded research credit, and were provided a list 
of campus and community resources for dating aggression.  
Audio-T aped Stimuli 
Two audio-taped test stimuli were used: a neutral and conflict scenario.  
Transcripts of both scenarios are included in Appendix B.  The neutral scenario depicted 
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an ordinary conversation between a dating couple regarding a party they attended earlier 
in the evening as well as their upcoming plans.  The conflict scenario depicted mutual 
aggression between dating partners that began as a mild disagreement and escalated in 
intensity to a verbal argument, to more intense yelling and arguing, and finally to mild 
physical aggression.  The conflict between the partners involved an issue of jealousy that 
arose at a party earlier in the evening, as jealousy was rated one of the major problems 
identified in dating relationships (Storaasli & Markman, 1990), and a reason often cited 
for aggression in relationships (Stets & Pirog-Good, 1989).  
The dating conflict scenario was pilot-tested for realism, credibility, and 
appropriateness of the content.  College-aged participants (N = 18; 56% female) were 
invited to the lab in same-sex groups consisting of 3-4 individuals.  They were asked to 
listen to the conflict scenario in private rooms and then participated in focus groups to 
discuss their opinions and reactions to the scenario.  These focus groups were designed 
and facilitated by the candidate and a trained research assistant to help ensure that 
participants felt comfortable discussing their reactions.  Participants were asked to 
discuss the realism and credibility of the scenario, the appropriateness of the content for 
individuals their age, as well as the escalation of severity throughout the conflict.  The 
detailed feedback was transcribed and then used to modify the script accordingly.  
Professional actors were hired to play the role of the dating couple for the final 
recordings in a state-of-the-art recording studio at The University of Texas at Austin.  
Additionally, sound effects were added to the final recordings by a professional sound 
technician to reflect the use of physical aggression and breaking objects that enhanced the 
realism and credibility of the scenario. 
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M easures (Provided in Appendix C) 
Demographics 
Participants reported their age, gender, ethnicity, and SES.  They were also asked 
the status of their relationship on a 5-point scale (1 = not dating, 2 = dating, but not 
exclusively, 3 = dating exclusively, 4 = engaged, and 5 = married), length of time in 
current relationship measured in months, and level of emotional commitment in current 
relationship on a 7-point scale (1 = casual dating, little emotional commitment; 4 = 
moderate emotional commitment; 7 = someone with whom you are engaged or intend to 
marry). 
Past Dating Aggression 
The Psychological Aggression and Physical Assault subscales of the revised 
Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS-2; Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996) were 
used to assess the participants’  perpetration  of dating aggression during the past year.  
The Psychological Aggression  subscale  is  comprised  of 8  items  (e.g.,  “You  insulted  or 
swore at your partner”) and  the  Psychological Assault  subscale  included 10  items  (e.g., 
“You pushed or shoved your partner”).  Respondents provided the number of times they 
engaged in each behavior in the past year on a 7-point scale (0 = none; 1 = once; 2 = 
twice; 3 = 3-5 times; 4 = 6-10 times; 5 = 11-20 times; 6 = more than 20 times).  The 
Psychological Aggression and Physical Assault subscales have good internal consistency 
(coefficient alphas .79 and .86, respectively; Straus et al., 1996). 
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Mood Ratings 
A revised version of the Profile of Mood States (POMS; Gabrielli, Nagoshi, Rhea, 
Wilson, 1991) was administered to assess state affect immediately before and after the 
presentation of the audio-taped scenarios.  The revised POMS included 24 items 
reflecting feelings of tension and anxiety (e.g., tense, on edge), hostility (e.g., angry, 
ready to fight), depression (e.g., worthless, helpless), energy (e.g., lively, energetic), 
friendliness (e.g., cooperative, good-natured), and problems concentrating (e.g., forgetful, 
confused).  Items were rated on 5-point scales (1 = not at all; 5 = extremely).  Items 
within each subscale were summed and have adequate interitem reliabilities (Cronbach’s 
alphas range from .62 to .83). 
Subjective Emotional Arousal 
Subjective emotional arousal was assessed continuously throughout the 
presentation of the audio-taped stimuli using the Arousometer, a procedure established by 
the Female Sexual Psychophysiology Laboratory at the University of Texas at Austin for 
use with subjective ratings of sexual arousal (e.g., Rellini, McCall, Randall, & Meston, 
2005).  Participants controlled a computer optical mouse, the placement of which was 
associated with a meter divided into 10 equally spaced intervals displayed on the 
computer screen in front of them.  Participants were instructed to indicate their level of 
emotional arousal throughout the presentation of the audio tapes (1 = no emotional 
arousal; 10 = extreme emotional arousal; see Appendix A for the Arosometer 
instructions). The computer to which the mouse was connected was equipped with a 
software program written for the purposes of the current study (ExpStap) and monitored 
the location of the pointer corresponding to the position of the mouse every 0.5s.  Thus, 
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as the participant moved the mouse in response to increases or decreases in emotional 
arousal, the meter on the screen reflected the level of arousal, which was continuously 
tracked using the computer program.  Arousal ratings were converted to a continuous 0 to 
1 scale (0 = no emotional arousal; 1 = extreme emotional arousal). 
Mean and peak subjective emotional arousal ratings were calculated for each 
segment.  When the segment peak equaled 0 it was assumed that the participant had not 
moved the mouse from its starting position during the 30-second segment.  As this is 
indicative of non-compliance with the Arousometer procedure, the observations from 
those segments were removed prior to calculating an overall average arousal for both 
scenarios.  For the neutral scenario, the observations from 64 segments (12.7% of all 
possible segments) from 25 participants were removed.  There was better compliance 
with the Arousometer procedures during the conflict scenario as observations from 24 
segments (4.9% of all segments) from 11 participants were removed.  
Experimental Measures of Aggression 
Each participant’s digital voice recordings were transcribed to a coding sheet and 
responses were coded by two advanced undergraduate students who received 20 hours of 
training with the candidate on a coding manual developed for similar research (Eckhardt 
et al., 2002).  The coders, who were blind to condition, listened to each response while 
also reading the corresponding transcript of the articulated thoughts.  They independently 
tallied the number of verbal and physical aggression intentions that were articulated 
within each segment of the neutral and conflict scenarios.  Participants’ statements were 
coded as a verbal aggression intention if the participant insulted or demeaned a character 
in the scenario or indicated that they would insult or demean their partner in a similar 
situation.  Physical aggression intentions were coded as statements that expressed a desire 
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to physically hurt a character in the scenario or their partner (e.g., push, slap, throw 
something at him/her). Tallies of the articulated verbal and physical aggression intentions 
were calculated for each segment, and were also summed across segments for a total 
verbal and physical aggression intention score for both the neutral and conflict scenarios.  
Intraclass correlation coefficients were high for verbal (ricc = .90) and physical (ricc = .92) 
aggression intentions, indicating good consistency between the coders. 
Aggressive behavior to the hot sauce task was operationalized as the amount of 
hot sauce (in ounces) allocated to the fictitious participant.  The chili hot sauce was 
comprised of 5 parts Heinz chili sauce and 3 parts Tapatio salsa picante hot sauce.  This 
ratio was used because it was rated quite hot in the initial published study (M = 7.2 on a 
9-point scale [1 = not much discomfort; 9 = extreme discomfort]), and it produced a 
consistency conducive to pouring larger amounts as compared to hot sauces that require 
only a few drops (Lieberman et al., 1999).  
Sensit ivity Rating Forms 
The Emotional Sensitivity Rating Form was used to provide negative feedback 
about the participant from the second (fictitious) participant.  It contained 4 items about 
emotional sensitivity and stability, aggressiveness, and how likely he or she would be to 
date the participant.  Responses were provided on a 7-point scale (0 = not at all; 6 = 
very).   
The Taste Rating Form consisted of 4 items used to assess the degree to which the 
participant liked the hot sauce, the spiciness of the hot sauce, and how uncomfortable or 
painful it was to consume the hot sauce.  Each item was rated on a 7-point scale (0 = not 
at all; 6 = very).  For the current study, the hot sauce was rated as being moderately spicy 
(M = 3.36, SD = 1.53). 
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Manipulation Checks 
Participants reported on the realism, believability, and severity of the scenario as 
well as the extent to which they were able to imagine themselves in the scenario on a 5-
point scale (1 = not at all; 5 = extremely).  To determine whether participants believed the 
deception used as part of the Hot Sauce Task, participants were asked to respond either 
“yes”  or  “no”  to  whether  or  not  they  believed that their negative feedback came from 
another participant.  In addition, participants rated how good/bad, happy/sad, and 
angry/calm they currently felt on 6-point scales anchored by the word pairs (e.g., 1 = very 
good; 3 = neither good nor bad; 6 = very bad) to determine the effectiveness of the 
positive mood manipulation. This approach has been shown to be a reliable and effective 
way to measure experienced mood (e.g., Forgas, 2002). 




Verbal and physical aggression intentions were modeled as a negative binomial 
distribution as these count data had positively skewed distributions in which the variance 
was greater than the mean.  These analyses provide an incidence rate ratio (IRR), or the 
change in frequency with which verbal or physical aggression intentions were articulated 
as a function of another variable (e.g., past-year dating aggression).  The neutral scenario 
was always administered before the conflict scenario to provide a baseline level of 
aggression intentions.  All analyses with verbal or physical aggression intentions as the 
dependent variable, therefore, included the total aggression intentions to the neutral 
scenario as a covariate in the equation to control for baseline aggression intentions. 
Because negative binomial regressions were not planned, the a priori power 
analysis was calculated for a linear multiple regression.  The differences between those 
with and without a history of dating aggression were expected to be rather robust, 
therefore, the sample size needed to detect a medium effect (f2 = .15) was estimated.  
With two predictors in the regression equation at an alpha level of .05 and 80% power, 68 
participants were recommended and targeted for recruitment (Cohen, 1988; as 
implemented in GPOWER [Faul & Erdfeller, 1992]).  
R ESU L TS 
The majority of participants indicated that their current dating relationship was 
exclusive (88.5%), whereas 9.8% were in a non-exclusively relationship and 1.6% 
reported being engaged, with 8 months as the average length of their relationships.  Chi-
square analyses to evaluate differences between participants with and without a history of 
past-year dating aggression indicated no significant differences for ethnicity,  χ2(4, N = 
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61) = 3.55, p = .47, age, χ2(8, N = 61) = 7.15, p = .52, or length of time in their current 
relationship, χ2(3, N = 61) = 2.39, p = .50.  See Table 2.1. 
 
Table 2.1. Means (and Standard Deviations) of Aggression Intentions and the Amount of 























 Neutral scenario 
  Verbal 
  Physical 
 Conflict scenario 
  Verbal 
  Physical 
 
 
  0 – 2 
     0 
 
  0 – 11 






















Hot sauce allocated   0 – 2.1 0.28 (0.48) 0.27 (0.34)  0.09  
 
Note. The amount of hot sauce allocated was measured in ounces. 
*p < .05. 
 
A TSS 
Participants reported that the scenarios were believable (Neutral M = 3.72, SD = 
0.95; Conflict M = 3.61, SD = 0.97) and realistic (Neutral M = 3.66, SD = 0.93; Conflict 
M = 3.49, SD = 0.92), and these ratings did not differ between the scenarios (p’s > .05).  
In comparison to the neutral scenario, participants also indicated that the conflict scenario 
depicted more serious (Neutral M = 2.34, SD = 1.0; Conflict M = 4.79, SD = 0.45; t(60) = 
16.62, p < .001), and severe (Neutral M = 1.18, SD = 0.43; Conflict M = 4.74, SD = 0.44; 
t(60) = 46.91, p < .001), conflict between the dating partners. 
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 Verbal and Physical Aggression Intentions 
Overall, the conflict scenario elicited more verbal aggression intentions (M = 
1.31, SD = 2.00) than the neutral scenario (M = 0.13, SD = 0.43), t(60) = 5.14, p < .001.  
Similarly, the frequency of physical aggression intentions provided in response to the 
conflict scenario (M = 0.67, SD = 2.09) was significantly greater than zero (as there was 
no physical aggression in response to the neutral scenario), t(60) = 2.52, p < .05.  Men 
and women did not differ in their frequency of verbal aggression intentions to either the 
neutral, t(59) = 1.79, p = .08, or the conflict scenario, t(59) = 1.34, p = .19, or their 
physical aggression intentions to the conflict scenario, t(59) = 0.51, p = .61.  
Separate negative binomial regression analyses were conducted for verbal and 
physical aggression intentions to examine differences between those with and without a 
history of past-year dating aggression (Table 2.2).  The average verbal and physical 
aggression intentions for participants with and without a history of dating aggression are 
shown in Figure 2.1.  As anticipated, participants with past-year dating aggression 
articulated more verbal aggression intentions than those without a history of aggression, b 
= 0.81, p < .05.  Additionally, participants with past-year dating aggression also 
expressed more physical aggression intentions than those without a history of aggression, 
b = 2.53, p < .01.  Thus, the conflict scenario demonstrated construct validity, as those 
known to have a history of both verbal and physical dating aggression were more likely 
to articulate both verbal and physical aggression intentions in response to conflict 
compared to those without a history of dating aggression. 
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Table 2.2.  The Effects of Dating Aggression History on Verbal and Physical Aggression 
Intentions 
 Verbal Aggression Intentions 
Predictor b p-value IRR (95% C.I.) 
Neutral aggression intentions 0.99 .002 2.69 (1.45, 4.98) 
Past-year dating aggression 0.81 .017 2.25 (1.15, 4.39) 
  
Physical Aggression Intentions 
Neutral aggression intentions -0.40 .580 0.67 (1.64, 2.74) 
Past-year dating aggression  2.53 .001 12.60 (2.97, 53.51) 
 
Note.  IRR = Incidence Rate Ratio. 
 
Figure 2.1.  Average Verbal and Physical Aggression Intentions for Individuals With and 
Without a History of Dating Aggression 
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Subjective Emotional Arousal 
The difference between the average levels of subjective arousal reported to the 
neutral and conflict scenarios was examined using a paired samples t-test.  Participants 
reported greater emotional arousal to the conflict (M = 0.48, SD = 0.15) than the neutral 
(M = 0.18, SD = 0.15) scenario, t(60) = 15.36, p < .001.  Two independent samples t-tests 
were conducted to compare differences between the average levels of arousal between 
those with and without a history of aggression.  No differences between individuals with 
(Neutral M = 0.21, SD = 0.17; Conflict M = 0.50, SD = 0.17) and without (Neutral M = 
0.15, SD = 0.12; Conflict M = 0.46, SD = 0.19) a history of dating aggression were 
observed on average arousal to either the neutral, t(59) = 1.44, p = .16, or conflict, t(59) = 
0.87, p = .39, scenarios.  Therefore, the conflict scenario was more emotionally arousing 
than the neutral scenario, and ratings of arousal did not differ between those with and 
without a history of dating aggression. 
Changes in Mood States 
Although not  a  primary  aim  of  this  study,  participants’  mood  states  were 
examined immediately before and after the ATSS procedures had been completed.  Of 
interest was a determination of the kinds of moods that may have been elicited in 
response to listening to the conflict scenario.  Differences in the means were examined 
using paired samples t-tests (see Table 2.3).  Participants reported increased feelings of 
tension and anxiety, t(60) = 5.46, p < .001, hostility, t(60) = 6.58, p < .001, and 
depression, t(60) = 2.59, p < .05, and decreased feelings of friendliness, t(60) = -7.34, p < 
.001, after listening to both audio-taped scenarios compared to before.  There were no 
significant changes in feeling energetic, t(60) = 1.54, p = .13, or problems with 
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concentration, t(60) = 0.63, p = .53.  The scenarios, presumably the conflict scenario, 
appeared to have the desired effect of eliciting a variety of negative mood states and 
reducing positive affect, but did not produce changes in unrelated mood states such as 
energy or concentration. 
 
Table 2.3.  Means (and Standard Deviations) of Participants’ Mood States Assessed 








 Tension and anxiety 
 Hostility 
 Depression  
 Energetic 
 Friendliness 


















   2.59* 
   1.54 
  -7.34*** 
  -0.63 
 
Note. ATSS = Articulated Thoughts in Simulated Situation; POMS = Profile of Mood 
States; The POMS subscales have a possible range of 4-20. 
*p < .05;  ***p < .001. 
 
Hot Sauce T ask 
An independent samples t-test was used to examine gender differences on the 
amount of hot sauce allocated to the fictitious participant and found no significant 
difference between men (M = 0.26, SD = 0.36) and women (M = 0.28, SD = 0.46), t(57) 
= -0.18, p = .86.  A similar independent samples t-test was used to examine differences 
between those with and without a history dating aggression on the amount of hot sauce 
allocated to the fictitious participant (see Table 2.1).  Contrary to study hypotheses, 
individuals with a history of dating aggression did not allocate more hot sauce than those 
without a history of dating aggression, t(57) = -0.09, p =  .93.   
 33 
DISC USSIO N 
This study examined the construct validity for a dating conflict scenario using the 
ATSS procedure and a hot sauce task.  Specifically, I wanted to determine whether 
individuals with a history of dating aggression would respond more aggressively to the 
experimental assessments of aggression than those without a history of aggression.  The 
purpose of the study, therefore, was to support the use of these aggression measures in 
future studies, including the second planned dissertation study investigating the effects of 
alcohol intoxication on aggressive responses. 
A TSS 
Current findings suggest that the conflict scenario demonstrated construct validity 
as it elicited more aggressive responses from individuals known to have a history of 
dating aggression within the past year compared to those without a history of dating 
aggression within the past year.  Additionally, the conflict scenario was rated as being 
more serious and involving more severe conflict between the dating partners than the 
neutral scenario.  The conflict scenario was also more emotionally arousing than the 
neutral scenario, with participants reporting increased negative mood states and 
decreased positive mood states after completing the ATSS procedures.  It is not known 
whether  participants’ moods  changed  in  response  to only  the  conflict  scenario as mood 
states were assessed after both the neutral and conflict scenarios were presented.  Because 
the conflict scenario was rated as more emotionally arousing than the neutral scenario, 
however, it is likely that the changes in mood were a result of listening to the conflict 
scenario.  These findings support that fact that the conflict scenario is emotionally 
distressing and elicits verbal and physical aggression intentions from individuals who 
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have a recent history of dating aggression.  Therefore, the conflict scenario is likely to 
provide responses from participants in future studies that are in line with their actual 
behavioral responses if he or she should engage in a serious dating conflict. 
Hot Sauce T ask 
Participants with a history of dating aggression did not allocate more hot sauce to 
the fictitious participant than those without a history of aggression.  The hot sauce task, 
therefore, may not be an effective proxy for all types of aggression.  In addition, because 
the original hot sauce procedure was modified for the current study, the type of 
provocation used may not have been sufficient to elicit aggressive responding.  The 
participants, however, reported that they believed there was a second participant in the 
laboratory and that the feedback from the fictitious participant was negative. Another 
possible explanation for the lack of significant effects for this task relates to the overall 
ratings of spiciness in the current study.  The hot sauce was rated as less spicy than in 
previous studies (e.g., Lieberman et al., 1999) despite using the same hot sauce recipe.  
There may be regional differences that influence participants’ sensitivity to spiciness that 
should be considered in future studies.   
Conclusions 
The conflict scenario demonstrated adequate construct validity and, therefore, its 
use in future studies was supported.  The hot sauce task, however, did not produce overall 
differences in aggressive responding between those with and without a history of dating 
aggression.  It was therefore determined that the hot sauce task would not be included in 
the second dissertation study. 
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Chapter 3: Study 2 The E ffects of A lcohol Intoxication and Self-
Regulation on Aggression Intentions in Response to a Mutual Dating 
Aggression Scenario 
IN TR O DU C T IO N 
Experimental studies of marital aggression have concluded that alcohol 
intoxication increases aggressive responding (e.g., Eckhardt, 2007; Leonard & Roberts, 
1998).  Leonard and Roberts (1998) examined the effects of alcohol on the interactions of 
married couples either with or without a history of male-perpetrated aggression.  
Regardless  of  their history  of aggression,  husbands’ alcohol  consumption increased the 
negative interactions of both husbands and wives.  Additionally, intoxicated men with a 
history of perpetrating partner aggression articulated more aggression intentions in 
response to marital conflict scenarios than intoxicated men without a history of 
perpetration and all men who had not consumed alcohol (Eckhardt, 2007). 
Recent experimental investigations of the relation between alcohol intoxication 
and dating aggression have provided preliminary evidence that consuming alcohol 
increased the likelihood of verbal and physical aggression in both men and women 
(Stappenbeck, Kruse, & Fromme, 2006).  Specifically, intoxicated women reported a 
greater likelihood of engaging in verbal aggression than men who consumed alcohol and 
sober individuals, and both intoxicated men and women indicated that they were more 
likely to use physical aggression than sober participants.  This study, however, had a 
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small sample size and did not include a placebo control to examine differences between 
the pharmacological and expectancy effects of alcohol. 
Eckhardt and Crane (2008) examined the aggressive verbalizations of young men 
and women in response to interpersonal scenarios after either receiving alcohol or 
placebo.  Using a composite aggression variable that included verbal, physical, and 
belligerent aggression intentions, the authors concluded that intoxicated individuals high 
in trait aggressivity articulated more aggressive statements than intoxicated individuals 
with low trait aggressivity and all participants in the placebo condition (Eckhardt & 
Crane, 2008).  Although this finding is consistent with previous research (e.g., Giancola 
et al., 2005), it is unlikely that trait aggressivity alone influenced the aggressive 
responding of intoxicated individuals.  It may be that individuals prone to aggression 
were less able to regulate their emotions and impulses, which led them to articulate more 
aggressive responses.  
A failure to self-regulate, or control ones impulses or emotions, may represent a 
proximal cause of aggression, as individuals with poor self-regulation were more likely to 
act aggressively when provoked (Baumeister, 1997; DeWall et al., 2007).  This may be 
even more likely among individuals who are intoxicated, as poor self-regulation has been 
related to the occurrence of alcohol-related consequences more generally (Carey, Neal, & 
Collins, 2004; Neal & Carey, 2005, 2007).  Therefore, alcohol intoxication may influence 
one’s ability to self-regulate and facilitate aggression. 
Study 2 Aims and H ypotheses 
The current investigation provided an initial examination of the relations among 
alcohol intoxication, self-regulation, and trait aggressivity to provide a more thorough 
understanding of the occurrence of dating aggression. In an attempt to address the 
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limitations of previous research, the aggression intentions were examined for both men 
and women in dating relationships.  In addition to an alcohol condition, both placebo and 
no alcohol control conditions were included to assess the pharmacological versus 
expectancy effects of alcohol on verbal and physical aggression intentions. Because 
aggressive behavior is more likely on the ascending limb of the BAC curve (i.e., when 
BAC is rising) associated with the stimulant effects of alcohol (Holdstock & de Wit, 
1998; Martin, Earleywine, Musty, Perrine, & Swift, 1993), the ATSS procedures were 
targeted for completion on the ascending limb.  
Several a priori hypotheses were tested (see Appendix D for an overview of the 
hypotheses, their theoretical underpinnings, as well as how they were tested).  The 
direction of the direct effects are specified below, however, alcohol intoxication, self-
regulation, and emotional arousal were expected to moderate several of the direct effects.  
For those indirect relations, it was anticipated that alcohol intoxication (compared to 
being sober regardless of whether or not alcohol was expected), poorer self-regulation, 
and greater emotional arousal would be associated with more verbal and physical 
aggression intentions.  
1.  Alcohol intoxication will have both direct and moderated effects on aggression 
intentions. 
1a. Intoxicated individuals will report more verbal and physical aggression 
intentions across the conflict scenario than those who received placebo or no 
alcohol and this will be moderated by self-regulation.   
1b. Verbal aggression intentions will predict the occurrence of physical 
aggression intentions, and this will be moderated by alcohol intoxication and by 
self-regulation. 
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1c. Alcohol intoxication will be associated with an escalation from verbal to 
physical aggression intentions, an effect that will be moderated by self-regulation.  
2.  Self-regulation will have direct and moderated effects on aggression intentions. 
2a. Poor self-regulation will be associated with greater emotional arousal. 
2b. Poor self-regulation will be associated with more aggression intentions and 
will be moderated by emotional arousal. 
2c. Poor self-regulation will be associated with an escalation from verbal to 
physical aggression intentions, an effect that will be moderated by emotional 
arousal.  
3.  Trait aggressivity and a history of previous dating aggression will have both direct and 
moderated effects on aggression intentions.   
3a. Higher trait aggressivity will be associated with more verbal and physical 
aggression intentions and will be moderated by alcohol intoxication and by self-
regulation. 
3b. A greater frequency of past-year dating aggression will be associated with 
more verbal and physical aggression intentions and will be moderated by self-
regulation.   
4.  Ethnicity and relationship characteristics will have direct and moderated effects on 
aggression intentions. 
4a.  Non-Whites will report more aggression intentions than Whites.   
4b. Lower relationship satisfaction will be associated with more aggression 
intentions and will be moderated by alcohol intoxication.   
4c. Greater relationship commitment will be associated with more aggression 
intentions and will be moderated by alcohol intoxication. 
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M E T H O DS 
Participants 
Participants (N = 150; 51% female) were recruited in a similar manner to Study 1 
(p. 17), including recruitment from the introductory psychology subject pool and Internet 
advertisements on Craigslist.  In addition to the inclusion criteria used in Study 1 (i.e., 
heterosexual orientation, dating for at least one month, and not married), participants had 
to be between the ages of 21 and 30, and meet criteria for the administration of alcohol.  
The National Institute of Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA, 2005) 
recommendations were followed for the administration of alcohol, including the absence 
of symptoms of alcohol dependence and/or medical (e.g., women testing positive for 
pregnancy), and personal or ethical contraindications to the ingestion of alcohol.  
Additionally, participants were screened to ensure they were alcohol non-naïve as 
evidenced by their having consumed at least three drinks in one sitting on a minimum of 
three occasions during the three months prior to study participation. 
Participants had an average age of 23.08 (SD = 2.22), average family income of 
$55,000, and their ethnic distribution was 51.4% White, 22.2% Hispanic, 16.0% Asian, 
2.8% Black, and 7.6% multi-ethnic or other.  The majority of participants indicated that 
their current dating relationship was exclusive (80%), whereas 16.6% were in non-
exclusive dating relationships and 3.5% were engaged.  The average length of time in 
their current relationship was 9 months, and participants reported moderate emotional 
commitment (M = 5.08, SD = 1.55; observed range 1 to 7) to their current dating partner. 
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Procedures and Tasks 
Participants were screened over the telephone for inclusion criteria.  Eligible 
participants were informed that they may consume alcohol as part of the study procedures 
and were instructed to eat a full meal four hours prior to their scheduled appointment and 
refrain from consuming alcohol for the 24-hours before their session.  They were also 
informed not to bike or drive to the session.  They could arrange transportation home by a 
friend or family member or be driven by a licensed and insured member of the research 
staff.  Prior to their appointment, participants were sent a link to a SurveyMonkey 
Internet-based survey and asked to provide informed consent as well as complete self-
report measures assessing previous partner aggression and general trait aggressivity.  
These assessments were separated in time from the laboratory session to reduce any 
potential bias on the aggression task. 
Prior to arriving in the laboratory, participants were randomly assigned to an 
alcohol, placebo, or no alcohol condition.  Trained research assistants were either told 
that  the  participants’  condition  was  alcohol  or  no  alcohol,  and  thus  were  blind  to  the 
alcohol and placebo conditions.  Upon arrival, participants completed informed consent, 
presented their photo identification as proof of legal drinking age, and took a breathalyzer 
test (Intoxilyzer 5000, CMI, Inc. Owensboro, KY) to ensure .00% BAC.  Female 
participants were also required to complete a pregnancy test prior to participating in the 
alcohol administration protocol.  Female research assistants checked the pregnancy tests 
to ensure negative results.  The candidate or a trained graduate student was available to 
provide any positive pregnancy test results to participants in a private room.  Participants 
then completed the remainder of the self-report measures and a computer-based implicit 
measure of emotion regulation in counter-balanced order.  
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Beverage Manipulation 
Trained research assistants used standardized alcohol administration dose 
calculations,  based  on  participants’ gender and weight, to determine individual dosing 
procedures.  For the alcohol condition, beverages contained a 1:3 mixture of 80 proof 
vodka (men: 2.389 ml/kg of body weight; women: 2.174 ml/kg of body weight) to 
SAHARA Breeze mixer to achieve a target BAC of .08%, whereas participants in the 
placebo condition received the same 1:3 ratio of decarbonated tonic to mixer.  The 
SAHARA Breeze mixer has been shown to be effective with placebo administrations, 
and consisted of cranberry juice, diet cherry 7-up, and Roses lime juice (Corbin, 
Gearhardt, & Fromme, 2008; Leeman, Corbin, & Fromme, 2009).  Participants in the no 
alcohol condition were given three beverages of chilled water in an amount equal to the 
liquid they would have received in either the alcohol or placebo conditions.  All 
participants received 10 minutes to consume each of three beverages. 
Once in the simulated bar, bartenders provided the expectancy manipulation by 
informing participants that they had either been assigned to the alcohol condition (for 
both the alcohol and placebo conditions), or to the no alcohol condition.  For participants 
in the alcohol and placebo conditions, several steps were taken to ensure the credibility of 
the placebo manipulation.  These procedures were based on those initially outlined by 
Rohsenow and Marlatt (1981), and have been successfully implemented in our laboratory 
(e.g.,  Fromme,  D’Amico,  &  Katz,  1999).    Prior  to  their  first  breathalyzer test all 
participants rinsed with alcohol-free mouthwash.  In addition to removing any trace 
amounts of alcohol from other mouthwashes possibly used before arriving in the 
laboratory, this also provided a strong taste to mask the presence or absence of alcohol in 
the first sips of participants’ drinks.  The bar was wiped with tequila immediately before 
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the participants’ arrival to provide a temporary olfactory cue of the presence of alcohol,  
and the rims of the glasses were moistened with vodka to provide the taste of alcohol for 
the first few sips.  All drinks were poured in full view of the participants from an Absolut 
vodka bottle that was sealed prior to each administration session with a clear perforated 
cap seal that fit similarly to the plastic seal on new unopened vodka bottles.  Just before 
serving the drinks, bartenders added a squirt of liquid to the top of each drink from a 
plastic lime juice container that either contained lime juice in the alcohol condition or 190 
proof alcohol in the placebo condition. For those in the placebo condition, this provided 
the taste of alcohol to the first few sips of each drink as well as an olfactory cue of the 
presence of alcohol.    
Following a 15-minute absorption period, participants completed a set of 
questionnaires that included measures of subjective intoxication, mood states, and a 
beverage manipulation check. A  staff  member  aware  of  the  participant’s  beverage 
condition assessed their BACs and provided participants in the alcohol and placebo 
conditions with false visual feedback indicating a BAC of .04%, and participants in the 
no alcohol condition with their actual feedback indicating a BAC of .00%.  Immediately 
after the ATSS procedures (approximately 60-minutes after finishing their last drink), 
participants provided a second BAC using a hand-help Alco-Sensor IV breathalyzer and 
completed a questionnaire including the subjective intoxication and mood states items.  
At approximately 90-minutes after completing their last drink, participants in the alcohol 
condition provided a third BAC and completed the subjective intoxication measures.  
Subsequent BAC readings were taken every 60-minutes  thereafter  until  participants’ 
BACs were below .02%, which was determined to be a safe level for participants to leave 
the laboratory (NIAAA, 2005).  At that time, if participants showed no evidence of 
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behavioral impairment, they were allowed to call for their ride or were driven home by a 
licensed and insured member of the project staff.   
ATSS Procedure  
The ATSS procedure was identical to Study 1 (p. 18). 
Positive Mood Manipulation 
Procedures identical to Study 1 were used for the positive mood manipulation (p. 
20).  Following the video-clip, participants in the placebo condition were debriefed 
regarding their true beverage condition, and participants in the alcohol condition provided 
another BAC and were informed of their actual BACs.  Participants in the no alcohol and 
placebo conditions were allowed to call for their ride home and leave the lab, whereas 
those in the alcohol condition prepared to stay in the laboratory for several more hours 
during which time they could order food and were provided movies and games.  
Participants were compensated $5/hr toward a maximum of $40, or were given 
introductory psychology research credits in an amount equal to the number of hours spent 
in the lab, and all participants were provided a list of campus and community resources 
for dating aggression and alcohol treatment.  
Audio-T aped Stimuli 
The same neutral and dating conflict audio-taped scenarios described in Study 1 
were used for this study (p. 20).  As demonstrated in the previous study, the conflict 
scenario has adequate construct validity. 
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M easures (Provided in Appendix C) 
Background and Relationship Characteristics 
Participants provided their age, gender, ethnicity, SES, length of current 
relationship, and level of emotional commitment to their current dating partner as in 
Study 1 (p. 22).  Relationship satisfaction was assessed with the Relationship Assessment 
Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 1988). The RAS is a 7-item measure of global relationship 
satisfaction (e.g., “How well does your partner meet your needs?”), with items rated on 5-
point scales (1 = not at all; 5 = extremely).  The RAS has good reliability (Cronbach 
alpha = .86) and was shown to be applicable to anyone in intimate relationships including 
dating partners (Vaughn & Baier, 1999). 
Typical Alcohol Use, Trait Aggressivity, and Past Dat ing Aggression  
Typical alcohol consumption during the past three months was measured with the 
Daily Drinking Questionnaire (DDQ; Collins, Parks, & Marlatt, 1985), a widely accepted 
assessment of alcohol consumption. The DDQ asked participants to indicate the typical 
number of standard drinks (defined as 12 oz of beer, 5 oz of wine, or 1 shot of liquor 
straight or in a mixed drink) they consumed each day of a typical week during the past 3-
months.    These  numbers  were  summed  to  calculate  each  participant’s  typical  weekly 
alcohol consumption. 
The Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992) was used to 
assess dispositional trait aggressivity.  The scale is comprised of four subscales including 
physical aggression, verbal aggression, anger, and hostility.  Participants respond to the 
29-items using 5-point Likert scales (1 = very often applies to me to 5 = never or hardly 
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ever applies to me).  For the current study, a total score was calculated by summing the 
individual items, and has good internal consistency (Cronbach alpha = .90).   
The Psychological Aggression and Physical Assault subscales of the revised 
Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS-2; Straus et al., 1996) were used to assess the participants’ 
perpetration of dating aggression occurring during the past year as in Study 1 (p. 22).  For 
the purposes of this study, the Psychological and Physical Assault subscales were 
summed to create a composite variable comprising the total frequency of dating 
aggression perpetrated by the participant in the past year. 
Mood Ratings and Subjective Emotional Arousal  
A revised version of the Profile of Moods State (POMS; Gabrielli et al., 1991) 
was administered to assess state affect immediately before and after the presentation of 
the audio-taped scenarios.  In addition to the POMS subscales described in Study 1 (p. 
23), participants also rated feelings of intoxication (e.g., flushing, nausea) and 
neurological affect (e.g., off-balance, impaired driving ability) on 5-point scales (1 = not 
at all; 5 = extremely) approximately 15- and 60-minutes after finishing their last drink.  
Items were summed to create the Intoxication and Neurological Affect subscales and 
have adequate interitem reliabilities (Cronbach’s alphas were .66 and .92, respectively). 
Subjective emotional arousal was assessed and scored in a manner consistent with 
the procedures described in Study 1 (p. 23).  As previously described, observations from 
scenario segments in which the peak arousal was 0 were removed prior to calculating the 
overall average emotional arousal.  For the neutral scenario, the observations from 144 
segments (12.5% of all possible segments) from 66 participants were removed, whereas 
for the conflict scenario observations from 54 segments (4.7% of all segments) from 33 
participants were removed. 
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Self-Regulation 
Emotion regulation was assessed with the 10-item Emotion Regulation 
Questionnaire (ERQ; Gross & John, 2003).  The ERQ consists of two factors: reappraisal 
(e.g., I control my emotions by changing the way I think about the situation I’m in) and 
suppression (e.g., I control my emotions by not expressing them).  Items have 7-point 
response scales (1 = strongly disagree; 4 = neutral; 7 = strongly agree).  Internal 
consistency is good for both the Reappraisal and Suppression subscales (Cronbach alphas 
of .78 and .75, respectively). 
Behavior regulation was assessed with the 13-item Brief Self-Control Scale (B-
SCS; Tangney, Baumeister, & Boone, 2004).  The B-SCS is designed to evaluate 
perceptions of self-control along a variety of theoretically derived dimensions (self-
control of thoughts, emotions, impulses, and performance) and has demonstrated good 
internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .82). 
Due to possible demand characteristics of self-reported measures of self-
regulation, a modified version of the Implicit Attitudes Test (Greenwald, McGhee, & 
Schwartz, 1998), the Emotion Regulation Implicit Attitudes Test (ER-IAT; Mauss, Evers, 
Wilhelm, & Gross, 2006), was used as an implicit measure of emotion regulation.  As 
part of the ER-IAT, emotion regulation (i.e., suppress, contain, hide, cool, controlled), 
emotion expression (i.e., disclose, discharge, reveal, emotional, expressive), positive (i.e., 
good, pleasant, gold, honor, lucky), and negative (i.e., bad, negative, gloom, filth, rotten) 
words were presented on a computer screen. Similar to other implicit attitude tests, the 
ER-IAT consisted of five blocks of 20 trials each.  Blocks 1, 2, and 4 were provided as 
practice trials, and Blocks 3 and 5 presented the test trials. Participants were asked to 
categorize words as being emotion regulation and positive or emotion expression and 
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negative (Block 3), and then the pairings were reversed and participants were asked to 
categorize words as either emotion regulation and negative or emotion expression and 
positive (Block 5) as quickly as possible while keeping errors to a minimum. The ER-
IAT was scored following procedures outlined by Greenwald, Nosek, and Banaji (2003) 
resulting in a difference between the average latencies of Block 3 and 5 average latencies.  
Positive scores reflect a preference for emotion regulation/positive, whereas negative 
scores reflect a preference for emotion regulation/negative.  The ER-IAT was shown to 
have convergent and discriminant validity (Mauss et al., 2006). 
Articulated Verbal and Physical Aggression 
The procedure used to code participants’  responses was the same as Study 1 (p. 
24).  Again, tallies of the articulated verbal and physical aggression intentions were 
calculated for each segment, and were also summed across segments for a total verbal 
and physical aggression intention score for both the neutral and conflict scenario. 
Intraclass correlation coefficients were high for verbal (ricc = .85) and physical (ricc = .95) 
aggression intentions, indicating good consistency between the coders.  
Subjective I ntoxication 
Subjective intoxication was assessed with two visual analog scales for 
“tipsy/buzzed” and “drunk” on a 0 to 100 rating scale (0 = not at all; 100 = extremely). 
To assess the stimulant and sedative effects of alcohol often associated with the 
ascending and descending limbs of the BAC curve, respectively, the 14-item Biphasic 
Alcohol Effects Scale (BAES; Martin et al., 1993) was administered.  For the BAES, 
participants were asked to rate the extent to which they felt the stimulant (e.g., elated, 
energized), and sedative (e.g., down, sluggish) sensations on a Likert-type scale (0 = not 
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at all; 10 = extremely).  The Stimulation and Sedation subscales have good internal 
consistency (Cronbach alphas are .96 and .89, respectively). 
Manipulation Checks 
Participants provided the estimated number of standard alcohol beverages 
(defined as 1.5 ounces of liquor) they were served in the experiment.  This assessment 
has been used previously as a check on the effectiveness of the beverage manipulation 
(e.g., Fromme, Katz, & D’Amico, 1997).   Identical  to Study 1 (p. 26), participants also 
reported on the realism, believability, and severity of the neutral and conflict scenarios.  
In addition, participants rated how good/bad, happy/sad, and angry/calm they felt 
following the positive mood manipulation identical to Study 1 (p. 26).   
Illustration 3.1.  Study 2 procedures flow-chart. 
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Analyt ic Str ategy 
Verbal and physical aggression intentions were both modeled with negative 
binomial distributions as these count data had positively skewed distributions and 
variances that were greater than the mean.  The neutral scenario was always administered 
before the conflict scenario to provide baseline levels of aggression intentions and 
emotional arousal.  Therefore, all analyses with verbal or physical aggression intentions 
as the dependent variable included the total aggression intentions to the neutral scenario 
as a covariate in the equation to control for baseline aggression intentions.  Additionally, 
analyses examining the effects of participants’ emotional arousal to the conflict scenario 
also included emotional arousal to the neutral scenario as a covariate to control for their 
baseline arousal.  In order to include beverage conditions (i.e., alcohol, placebo, no 
alcohol) as an independent variable in regression equations, this variable was dummy 
coded into two new variables for the alcohol and placebo conditions with the no alcohol 
condition serving as the reference condition for both.  Therefore, direct or indirect effects 
of the alcohol condition, for example, are in reference to the no alcohol condition.  A 
dichotomous variable was created for ethnicity to compare the aggression intentions of 
Whites to non-Whites.   
Three primary types of analyses were conducted to address the a priori 
hypotheses: negative binomial regression analyses, generalized estimating equations, and 
logistic regression analyses.  Negative binomial regression analyses are non-linear 
regressions that model a negative binomial reference distribution.  These analyses 
provide an incidence rate ratio (IRR), or the change in frequency with which verbal or 
physical aggression intentions were articulated as a function of another variable (e.g., 
alcohol intoxication, self-regulation).  Negative binomial regression analyses were used 
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to examine hypotheses regarding the total verbal and physical aggression intentions (i.e., 
a sum of the verbal or physical aggression intentions articulated after each segment of the 
conflict scenario).  Negative binomial regressions were used to examine the effects of 
trait aggressivity, past-year dating aggression, ethnicity, and relationship characteristics 
on the total frequency of verbal and physical aggression intentions. 
Generalized estimating equations (GEE; Hardin & Hilbe, 2003) using a negative 
binomial distribution and a log link function were used to test hypotheses about change in 
verbal or physical aggression intentions across the eight segments of the conflict 
scenario.  GEE models provide an alternative approach to modeling multilevel data (i.e., 
repeated observations nested within individuals) when the response variables are non-
normally distributed.  Like the negative binomial regression analyses, GEE models also 
provide an IRR.  GEE models were conducted to examine the effects of alcohol 
intoxication, self-regulation, and emotion arousal on verbal and physical aggression 
intentions across scenario segments. 
Lastly, logistic regression analyses were conducted to test hypotheses that alcohol 
intoxication, self-regulation, and arousal influence the escalation from verbal to physical 
aggression intentions.  For these analyses, the sample was limited to only those 
individuals who expressed any verbal aggression intentions to the conflict scenario (n = 
79).  A dichotomized physical aggression intention variable was created based on 
whether physical aggression intentions occurred during the same or later scenario 
segment as the first verbal aggression intention (0 = no physical aggression intentions or 
physical aggression intentions articulated in a scenario segment prior to the first verbal 
aggression intention; 1 = physical aggression intentions occurring during the same or 
later scenario segment as the first verbal aggression intention).  Therefore, these analyses 
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provided an assessment of the factors that influenced the escalation from verbal to 
physical aggression. 
For all significant interactions, the influence of possible outliers was examined to 
determine whether the results were influenced by the responses of only a few 
participants.  This was done by examining the leverage statistic for GEE and negative 
binomial regression analyses, and the dfbeta statistic for logistic regressions. Data points 
with a leverage score ≥ 0.5 or a dfbeta score ≥ 1.0 were removed and the analysis rerun.  
Results did not change suggesting that the possible outliers did not exert undue influence 
on the significant results. 
R ESU L TS 
One participant in the placebo condition was excluded from analyses because she 
did not believe she consumed alcohol, and 5 participants randomized to the alcohol 
condition were excluded from analyses because they either admitted to not being in a 
relationship after their participation was completed (n  = 1) or they had peak BACs at or 
below .06% (n = 4).  Because the pharmacological effects of alcohol on aggression are 
likely to be different for individuals at .06% BAC than those closer to the targeted .08%, 
they were dropped from analyses.  Therefore, the final sample consisted of 144 
participants with 48 (50% female) in the alcohol condition, 48 (52% female) in the 
placebo condition, and 48 (50% female) in the no alcohol condition.   
Table 3.1 shows the demographic and background information for participants in 
each condition.  Differences between those randomized to the alcohol, placebo, and no 
alcohol conditions on ethnicity and length of time in their current relationships were 
examined with chi-square analyses.  Separate ANOVAs were run to determine 
differences among participants randomized to the beverage conditions on age, typical 
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alcohol use, trait aggressivity, and past-year dating aggression.  Ethnicity differed across 
conditions, χ2(10, N = 144) = 19.51, p < .05, with more Whites randomized to the alcohol 
condition than to the no alcohol or placebo conditions.  The length of time participants 
were in their current relationships did not differ across conditions, χ2(8, N = 144) = 11.57, 
p = .17.  Results of the ANOVA analyses indicated that participants in the alcohol, 
placebo, and no alcohol conditions did not differ on age, F(2, 141) = 0.25, p = .78, typical 
weekly drinking, F(2, 141) = 0.85, p = .43, trait aggressivity, F(2, 141) = 0.74, p = .48, or 
a history of perpetrating dating aggression within the past-year, F(2, 141) = 1.41, p = .25.   
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Table 3.1.  Means (and Standard Deviations) for Background and Relationship 
Characteristics, Aggression History, Self-Regulation, Emotional Arousal 
and Aggression Intentions by Beverage Condition 
 Condition  
 Alcohol 
(n = 48) 
Placebo 
(n = 48) 
No Alcohol 
(n = 48) 
Total 
(N = 144) 
 N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) 
Relationship length 
 1-3 months 
 3-6 months 
 6-12 months 





















 Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
Age 22.92 (1.98) 23.08 (2.42) 23.24 (2.27) 23.08 (2.22) 
Relationship satisfaction 28.40 (4.06) 29.29 (4.73) 27.42 (5.22) 28.37 (4.72) 
Relationship commitment 5.50 (1.26) 5.15 (1.57) 4.60 (1.70) 5.08 (1.55) 
Typical weekly alcohol use 11.58 (9.89) 10.13 (8.19) 12.56 (9.51) 11.42 (9.22) 
Dating aggresssion history 10.02 (13.96) 9.83 (15.58) 14.92 (20.27) 11.59 (16.87) 
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Note. ER-IAT = Emotion Regulation Implicit Attitudes Test. 
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M anipulation Chec ks 
Beverage Manipulation 
Participants reached an average peak BAC of 0.082% (SD = 0.01) at 
approximately 60-minutes after they finished their last drink, with no significant 
differences between the peak BAC of women (M = 0.084, SD = 0.01) compared to men 
(M = 0.079, SD = 0.01), t(46) = 1.84, p = .07.  As expected, BACs were lower than the 
peak BACs on the ascending limb (M = 0.066, SD = 0.01), which was assessed 20-
minutes post-drinking, and on the descending limb (M = 0.073, SD = 0.00), which was 
assessed 90-minutes post-drinking.  Because the ATSS procedure was completed 
between the 20- and 60-minute BAC assessments, participants provided their aggression 
intentions on the ascending limb of the BAC curve as intended. 
Next, separate ANOVAs were conducted to assess differences on the POMS 
subscales for Intoxication and Neurological Effects across the three conditions.   
ANOVA tests revealed a significant effect of condition (see Table 3.2).  Univariate tests 
indicated that participants in the alcohol condition reported feeling more intoxicated than 
those in the placebo, F(1, 93) = 35.34, p < .001, or no alcohol, F(1, 93) = 67.46, p < .001, 
conditions, and participants in the placebo condition reported greater intoxication than 
those in the no alcohol condition, F(1, 94) = 20.88, p < .001.  Participants in the alcohol 
condition also experienced more neurological effects of alcohol than those in the placebo, 
F(1, 93) = 44.27, p < .001, and no alcohol, F(1, 93) = 70.95, p < .001, conditions.  
Similarly, those in the placebo condition reported more neurological effects of alcohol 
than individuals in the no alcohol condition, F(1, 94) = 11.92, p < .001.  
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Similar ANOVAs also suggested that there was a significant effect of condition 
on the number of standard drinks participants thought they were served, and their 
subjective levels of intoxication (see Table 3.2).  Again, univariate tests found that 
participants who received alcohol reported consuming more standard drinks than those in 
the placebo, F(1, 94) = 17.74, p < .001, or no alcohol, F(1, 94) = 186.49, p < .001, 
conditions, and participants in the placebo condition believed they were served more 
drinks than those in the no alcohol condition, F(1, 94) = 354.81, p < .001.  Participants 
who consumed alcohol also reported greater levels of feeling tipsy or buzzed than those 
who received placebo, F(1, 94) = 120.04, p < .001, or no alcohol, F(1, 94) = 284.88, p < 
.001, and increased feelings of being drunk that those in the placebo, F(1, 94) = 94.76, p 
< .001, or no alcohol, F(1, 94) = 133.75, p < .001, conditions.  Compared to those in the 
no alcohol condition, participants in the placebo condition reported greater feelings of 
being tipsy/buzzed, F(1, 94) = 76.74, p < .001, and increased feelings of intoxication, 
F(1, 94) = 21.60, p < .001. 
Table 3.2.  Subjective Intoxication and Beverage Manipulation Checks by Beverage 
Conditions 
 Condition  
 Alcohol Placebo No Alcohol  
Variable Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) ANOVA Statistics 
POMS subscales 
 Intoxication 
 Neurological  














F(2, 140) = 48.16*** 
 
F(2, 140) = 53.85*** 
No. standard drinks 3.81 (1.86) 2.57 (0.81) 0.06 (0.43) F(2, 141) = 122.70*** 
Subjective intoxication     
 Tipsy/buzzed 54.53 (21.98) 15.69 (11.27) 1.29 (1.60) F(2, 141) = 180.44*** 
 Drunk 39.64 (23.02) 6.40 (6.80) 1.50 (2.66) F(2.141) = 109.29*** 
 
Note. POMS = Profile of Mood States; No. standard drinks = the number of standard 
drinks that participants estimated having consumed during the beverage administration. 
**p < .01; ***p < .001. 
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Stimulus Manipulation 
Consistent with Study 1, participants reported that the scenarios were believable 
(Neutral M = 3.72, SD = 1.09; Conflict M = 3.66, SD = 0.98) and realistic (Neutral M = 
3.50, SD = 1.06; Conflict M = 3.52, SD = 0.93), and these ratings did not differ between 
the neutral and conflict scenarios (p’s  >  .05).    In  comparison  to  the  neutral  scenario, 
participants also indicated that the conflict scenario depicted more serious (Neutral M = 
2.06, SD = 0.98; Conflict M = 4.74, SD = 0.54; t(143) = 28.47, p < .001) and severe 
(Neutral M = 1.25, SD = 0.61; Conflict M = 4.66, SD = 0.56; t(143) = 48.25, p < .001) 
conflict between the dating partners. 
A paired samples t-test examined differences between the average levels of 
subjective arousal reported to the neutral and conflict scenarios.  Participants reported 
greater average emotional arousal to the conflict (M = 0.50, SD = 0.19) than the neutral 
(M = 0.21, SD = 0.14) scenario, t(141) = 21.31, p < .001.  Differences on the mean 
arousal ratings among the beverage conditions were examined with a multinomial logistic 
regression with the mean for the conflict and neutral scenarios entered as independent 
variables and condition as the dependent variable.  Compared to the alcohol condition, no 
differences were observed on mean arousal to the conflict scenario for the placebo, b = 
1.41, OR = 4.11, p = .29, or no alcohol, b = -0.12, OR = 0.88, p = .92, conditions.  
Participants in the placebo condition, however, had significantly lower average arousal to 
the neutral scenario (M = 0.18, SD = 0.13) than those in the alcohol condition (M = 0.23, 
SD = 0.14), β = -3.72, OR = 0.02, p < .05, with no differences between the alcohol and no 
alcohol conditions on arousal to the neutral scenario, β = -0.97, OR = 0.38, p = .59.  
Differences in participants’ mood states before and after completion of the ATSS 
procedure were examined using paired samples t-tests (Table 3.3). Participants reported 
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increased feelings of tension and anxiety, t(142) = 5.51, p < .001, hostility, t(142) = 6.39, 
p < .001, and depression, t(142) = 2.90, p < .01, and decreased feelings of energy, t(142) 
= -2.82, p < .01, and friendliness, t(142) = -6.25, p < .001, after completing the ATSS 
procedure compared to immediately before completing the ATSS procedure.  There were 
no significant changes in their reported problems concentrating, t(142) = 0.40, p = .69.  
Similar t the results of Study 1, the conflict scenario appeared to have the desired effect 
of eliciting negative mood states and reducing positive affect across conditions. 








 Tension and anxiety 
 Hostility 
 Depression  
 Energetic 
 Friendliness 


















    2.90** 
   -2.82** 
   -6.25*** 
   -0.40 
 
Note. ATSS = Articulated Thoughts in Simulated Situations; POMS = Profile of Mood 
States; The POMS subscales have a possible range of 4-20. 
**p < .01; ***p < .001. 
 
Verbal and Physical Aggression intentions 
Overall, the conflict scenario elicited more verbal aggression intentions (M = 
1.91, SD = 3.61) than the neutral scenario (M = 0.29, SD = 1.05), t(143) = 5.57, p < .001.  
Similarly, participants expressed more physical aggression intentions in response to the 
conflict scenario (M = 0.48, SD = 1.04) than the neutral scenario (M = 0.02, SD = 0.25), 
t(143) = 5.11, p < .001.  As shown in Figure 3.1, men (M = 0.31, SD = 0.90) and women 
(M = 0.64, SD = 1.13) differed on their physical aggression intentions to the conflict 
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scenario, t(142) = 1.97, p < .05, but not on their verbal aggression intentions, t(142) = 
0.35, p = .73.  Therefore, gender will be statistically controlled by entering it as a 
covariate in analyses with physical aggression intentions as the dependent variable. 
Figure 3.1.  Average Verbal and Physical Aggression Intentions for Men and Women 
 
To determine overall differences on aggression intentions among the beverage 
conditions, separate ANOVAs were conducted for verbal and physical aggression 
intentions to the conflict scenario.  There was a significant effect of beverage condition 
for verbal aggression intentions, F(2, 141) = 3.32, p < .05, with univariate tests indicating 
a significant difference between the alcohol and no alcohol conditions, F(1, 94) = 4.67, p 
< .05. Participants in the alcohol condition articulated more verbal aggression intentions 
than those in the no alcohol condition (Figure 3.2).  There were no significant differences 
between the alcohol condition and the placebo, F(1, 94) = 2.44, p = .12, and the placebo 
did not differ from the no alcohol condition, F(1, 94) = 1.37, p = .25. There were no 
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differences among the beverage conditions on physical aggression intentions, F(2, 141) = 
0.08, p = .93. 
Figure 3.2.  Average Verbal and Physical Aggression Intentions by Beverage Condition 
 
The E ffects of A lcohol Intoxication on Aggression Intentions (Hypothesis 1) 
Differences among participants in the alcohol, placebo, and no alcohol conditions 
across the eight segments of the conflict scenario were assessed with separate GEE 
models for verbal and physical aggression intentions (Hypothesis 1a).  Alcohol 
intoxication was expected to be associated with more aggression intentions, especially 
among those with poor self-regulation.  Therefore, the main effects of beverage 
conditions, scenario segments, reappraisal, and suppression, along with the respective 
two- and three-way interactions among beverage conditions, self-regulation, and scenario 
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segments were examined (Table 3.4).1,2 For verbal aggression, there was a significant 
interaction between alcohol and scenario segment, b = 0.32, p < .01, such that 
participants in the alcohol condition significantly increased their verbal aggression 
intentions across the scenario segments compared to those in the no alcohol condition 
(Figure 3.3).  There was also a significant interaction between the placebo condition and 
emotion suppression, b = -1.02, p < .05 (Figure 3.4).  Low suppressing individuals in the 
placebo condition articulated more verbal aggression intentions than those in the no 
alcohol condition; however, those better able to suppress their emotions in the placebo 
condition articulated fewer verbal aggression intentions than those in the no alcohol 
condition. No significant main effects existed for scenario segments, reappraisal, 
suppression, or interactions between beverage conditions, scenario segments, and 
reappraisal (all p’s > .05).   
 
                                                   
1 All analyses for self-regulation were initially conducted with self-control, reappraisal and suppression.  
Self-control did not exert a significant main effect or interaction in any of the analyses and was therefore 
dropped from the analyses for parsimony. 
2 All analyses involving self-regulation were also run separately for the explicit measures of reappraisal and 
suppression and for the implicit measure of emotion regulation (i.e., ER-IAT).  There were no significant 
effects of the ER-IAT in any of the analyses, so these analyses were removed for parsimony. 
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Table 3.4.  The Effects of Alcohol Intoxication and Self-Regulation on Verbal and 
Physical Aggression Intentions Across Scenario Segments  














1.25 (1.10, 1.41) 
Gender    --   0.81** 2.25 (1.23, 4.10) 
Scenario segment (SEG) -0.23 0.80 (0.65, 0.97)  0.54** 1.72 (1.20, 2.48) 
Alcohol (ALC) -0.27 0.76 (0.29, 2.02)  0.06 1.06 (0.04, 31.40) 
Placebo (PL) -0.27 0.76 (0.27, 2.14)  1.03 2.80 (0.14, 56.87) 
Reappraisal  0.55 1.73 (0.79, 3.80)  1.05 2.85 (0.23, 35.92) 
Suppression -0.03 0.97 (0.49, 1.93)  0.70 2.01 (0.25, 15.70) 
ALC x SEG  0.32** 1.38 (1.10, 1.72) -0.03 0.97 (0.67, 1.39) 
PL x SEG  0.19 1.21 (0.95, 1.54) -0.12 0.89 (0.59, 1.59) 
Reappraisal x suppression  0.29** 1.33 (1.11, 1.60)  0.22 1.25 (0.90, 1.73) 
ALC x reappraisal -0.49 0.61 (0.23, 1.61) -1.75 0.17 (0.02, 6.61) 
PL x reappraisal -0.38 0.68 (0.24, 1.89) -1.90 0.15 (0.01, 2.92) 
ALC x suppression -0.04 0.96 (0.40, 2.34) -0.58 0.56 (0.57, 1.38) 
PL x suppression -1.02* 0.36 (0.13, 1.00) -0.91 0.40 (0.03, 9.89) 
Reappraisal x SEG  0.06 1.06 (0.88, 1.23) -0.04 0.96 (0.68, 1.24) 
Suppression x SEG -0.01 1.00 (0.85, 1.18) -0.08 0.92 (0.68, 1.24) 
ALC x reappraisal x SEG -0.09 0.91 (0.74, 1.13)  0.12 1.13 (0.71, 1.82) 
PL x reappraisal x SEG -0.12 0.89 (0.71, 1.12)  0.17 1.19 (0.77, 1.84) 
ACL x suppression x SEG  0.01 1.00 (0.83, 1.21)  0.01 1.01 (0.67, 1.53) 
PL x suppression x SEG  0.19 1.21 (0.97, 1.51)  0.10 1.11 (0.73, 1.68) 
 
Note. IRR = Incidence Rate Ratio; The no alcohol condition is the reference category for 
the alcohol and placebo conditions. 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 
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Also shown in Table 3.4, there was a significant main effect of scenario segment 
on physical aggression intentions, b = 0.54, p < .01, with the frequency of physical 
aggression intentions increasing across scenario segments regardless of beverage 
condition (Figure 3.5).  There were no significant main effects of beverage conditions, 
reappraisal, suppression, or their interactions on physical aggression intentions (all p’s > 
.05).  These findings provide partial support for Hypothesis 1a in that verbal aggression 
intentions increased across scenario segments for those who consumed alcohol compared 
to no alcohol, however, physical aggression intentions increased across scenario 
segments for all participants.  The change in verbal and physical aggression across 
scenario segments was not moderated by self-regulation. 
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Next, GEE models examined the hypothesis that verbal aggression intentions 
would be associated with the occurrence of physical aggression intentions (Hypothesis 
1b). These effects were expected to be stronger among participants who consumed 
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alcohol (verbal aggression intention x beverage condition interaction) and for individuals 
with poorer self-regulation (verbal aggression intention x self-regulation interaction).  In 
the first model, verbal aggression intentions, beverage conditions, scenario segments, and 
the two- and three-way interactions between verbal aggression intentions and beverage 
conditions across scenario segments were entered as independent variables (Table 3.5).  
As previously shown for Hypothesis 1a, there was a significant main effect of scenario 
segment, b = 0.53, p < .001, however there were no significant direct or indirect effects of 
verbal aggression  intentions  on  participants’  articulated  physical  aggression  intentions 
(all p’s >  .05).   In the  second GEE model, verbal aggression intentions,  self-regulation, 
and their interactions across the scenario segments were entered as independent variables.  
As shown in Table 3.6, there were no significant main effects of verbal aggression 
intentions, reappraisal, suppression, scenario segments, and their interactions did not 
significantly predict physical aggression intentions (all p’s > .05).  Therefore, no support 
was found for Hypothesis 1b. 
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Table 3.5.  The Influence of Verbal Aggression Intentions and Beverage Conditions on 
Physical Aggression Intentions Across Scenario Segments 
 Physical Aggression Intentions 
Variable b p-value IRR (95% C.I.) 
Neutral aggression intentions  0.15 .016 1.16 (1.03, 1.32) 
Gender  0.79 .008 2.20 (1.23, 3.93) 
Scenario segment (SEG)  0.53 .000 1.70 (1.29, 2.26) 
Alcohol (ALC)  0.12 .928 1.13 (0.08, 16.95) 
Placebo (PL)  0.05 .970 1.05 (0.06, 17.73) 
Total verbal aggression intentions (VA)  0.02 .913 1.25 (0.21, 72.50) 
ALC x SEG -0.10 .631 0.91 (0.61, 1.35) 
PL x SEG -0.06 .792 0.95 (0.62, 1.43) 
VA x SEG  0.13 .669 1.14 (0.63, 2.07) 
VA x ALC -0.94 .669 0.39 (0.01, 29.30) 
VA x PL  1.52 .514 4.56 (0.05, 43.72) 
VA x ALC x SEG -0.01 .995 1.00 (0.53, 1.87) 
VA x PL x SEG -0.25 .469 0.78 (0.40, 1.53) 
 
Note.  IRR = Incidence Rate Ratio; The alcohol and placebo condition effects are in 
comparison to the no alcohol condition. 
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Table 3.6.  The Influence of Verbal Aggression Intentions and Self-Regulation on 
Physical Aggression Intentions Across Scenario Segments 
 Physical Aggression Intentions 
Variable b p-value IRR (95% C.I.) 
Neutral aggression intentions 0.18 .003 1.20 (1.06, 1.34) 
Gender 0.71 .023 2.04 (1.10, 3.77) 
Scenario segment (SEG) 0.44 .000 1.55 (1.32, 1.82) 
Reappraisal   -0.45 .429 0.63 (0.21, 1.95) 
Suppression 0.01 .993 1.01 (0.34, 2.96) 
Total verbal aggression intentions (VA) 0.14 .776 1.15 (0.43, 3.07) 
Reappraisal x suppression 0.10 .527 1.11 (0.81, 1.51) 
Reappraisal x SEG 0.11 .222 1.11 (0.94, 1.32) 
Suppression x SEG   -0.01 .882 0.99 (0.84, 1.16) 
VA x reappraisal 0.01 .987 1.01 (0.25, 4.15) 
VA x suppression 0.40 .396 1.49 (0.59, 3.78) 
VA x SEG 0.02 .817 1.02 (0.88, 1.18) 
VA x reappraisal x SEG   -0.02 .827 0.98 (0.79, 1.20) 
VA x suppression x SEG   -0.04 .549 0.96 (0.83, 1.10) 
 
Note.  IRR = Incidence Rate Ratio; The no alcohol and placebo condition effects are in 
comparison to the alcohol condition. 
 
A logistic regression analysis next tested the hypothesis that alcohol intoxication 
would be associated with the escalation from verbal to physical aggression intentions and 
that this effect would be stronger for those with poorer self-regulation (Hypothesis 1c).  
The sample was limited to participants who expressed at least one verbal aggression 
intention to the conflict scenario (n = 79), the dichotomized physical aggression 
intentions was entered as the dependent variable, and beverage conditions, reappraisal, 
suppression, and the two-way interactions between beverage conditions and reappraisal 
and suppression were entered as independent variables.  Reappraisal interacted with the 
alcohol condition compared to the no alcohol condition, b = -1.72, Wald χ2 = 4.13 (df = 
1), p < .05.  As shown in Figure 3.6, compared to those in the alcohol condition, the 
likelihood of physical aggression intentions increased as reappraisal increased for 
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participants in the no alcohol condition.  There were no significant main effects of 
beverage conditions, suppression, or their interactions (all p’s > .05).  Hypothesis 2a was 
partially supported because self-regulation moderated the effect of beverage condition on 
physical aggression intentions, however, the relation is again inconsistent with the 
hypothesized effect of alcohol intoxication.  
Figure 3.6.  Reappraisal and Beverage Condition Predicts the Likelihood of Physical 

























The E ffects of Self-Regulat ion and E motional Arousal on Aggression Intentions 
(Hypothesis 2) 
To determine whether poor self-regulation was associated with greater emotional 
arousal (Hypothesis 2a), a linear regression analysis was conducted with reappraisal and 
suppression entered as independent variables predicting mean emotional arousal to the 
conflict scenario.  Suppression significantly predicted mean arousal, t = -2.03, p < .05, 
whereas reappraisal, t = -0.04, p = .97, did not.  As expected, individuals who were less 
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able to suppress their emotions reported greater subjective emotional arousal to the 
conflict scenario.   
Poor self-regulation was hypothesized to be associated with more aggression 
intentions, an effect that would be greater among individuals with greater emotional 
arousal (Hypothesis 2b).  Separate negative binomial regression analyses were conducted 
for verbal and physical aggression intentions with reappraisal, suppression, emotional 
arousal, and the interactions between both self-regulation variables and arousal entered as 
independent variables (Table 3.7).  For verbal aggression intentions, there were 
significant main effects of suppression, b = -0.39, IRR = 0.68 (95% C.I. 0.53, 0.88), p < 
.01, and arousal, b = -0.35, IRR = 0.70 (95% C.I. 0.53, 0.93), p < .05, that were 
superseded by a significant interaction between suppression and arousal, b = -0.27, IRR = 
0.76 (95% C.I. 0.61, 0.94), p < .05.  As shown in Figure 3.7, at lower levels of 
suppression, individuals who experienced greater emotional arousal articulated more 
verbal aggression intentions compared to those with lower emotional arousal.  At higher 
levels of suppression, however, individuals with higher arousal articulated less verbal 
aggression intentions than those with lower arousal.  For physical aggression intentions, 
neither the main effects of reappraisal, suppression, and arousal, nor their interactions 
were significant (all p’s > .05).   Therefore, partial support was  found  for Hypothesis 2b 
with respect to verbal aggression intentions, but not physical aggression intentions. 
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Table 3.7.  The Influence of Self-Regulation and Emotional Arousal on Verbal and 
Physical Aggression Intentions 
 Verbal Aggression Intentions Physical Aggression 
Intentions 










1.59 (1.17, 2.16) 
Neutral arousal  3.32*** 27.73 (4.31, 17.84) -0.28 0.76 (0.03, 18.11) 
Gender    -- --  0.94* 2.55 (1.08, 6.03) 
Reapprsaisal  0.10 1.11 (0.88, 1.40)  0.21 1.23 (0.83, 1.84) 
Suppression -0.35** 0.70 (0.54, 0.90) -0.10 0.91 (0.62, 1.32 
Emotional arousal -0.24 0.79 (0.59, 1.05)  0.12 1.12 (0.65, 1.94) 
Reappraisal x 
suppression 
 0.31* 1.36 (1.07, 1.72)  0.10 1.11 (0.75, 1.64) 
Reappraisal x arousal  0.10 1.11 (0.89, 1.38)  0.21 1.23 (0.81, 1.86) 
Suppression x arousal -0.34** 0.71 (0.57, 0.89)  0.09 1.09 (0.76, 1.58) 
 
Note. IRR = Incidence Rate Ratio. 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 
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Next, a logistic regression analysis assessed the hypothesis that poor self-
regulation would be associated with an escalation from verbal to physical aggression 
intentions, an effect that would be stronger among those with greater emotional arousal 
(Hypothesis 2c).  Reappraisal, suppression, emotional arousal, and the two-way 
interactions between both self-regulation variables and arousal were entered as 
independent variables.  Among those individuals who articulated any verbal aggression 
intentions, neither the main effects nor the interactions significantly predicted physical 
aggression intentions (all p’s  >  .05)  suggesting  that  self-regulation and arousal did not 
predict physical aggression intentions.  Thus, no support was found for Hypothesis 2c. 
T rait Aggressivity, Past-Y ear Dating Aggression, and Aggression Intentions 
(Hypothesis 3) 
Trait Aggressivity 
Separate negative binomial regression analyses for verbal and physical aggression 
intentions assessed the hypothesis that higher trait aggressivity would be associated with 
greater aggression intentions (Hypothesis 3a).  This effect was expected to be stronger 
when participants had consumed alcohol (trait aggressivity x alcohol interaction) and 
when they had lower self-regulation (trait aggressivity x self-regulation interaction).  In 
the first set of analyses, trait aggressivity, beverage condition, and their interactions were 
entered as independent variables.  Neither the main effect of beverage conditions, trait 
aggressivity or the interactions between beverage conditions and trait aggressivity were 
significant for verbal or physical aggression intentions (all p’s  >  .05).    Although  trait 
aggressivity did not exert a direct or indirect effect on aggression intentions in this model, 
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the addition of trait aggressivity to the model rendered non-significant the previously 
significant main effect of no alcohol found for Hypothesis 1a.  
In the second set of negative binomial regression analyses, trait aggressivity, 
reappraisal, suppression, and the interactions between trait aggressivity and reappraisal 
and suppression were entered as independent variables.  Neither the main effects of trait 
aggressivity, reappraisal, and suppression, nor their interactions were significant 
predictors of verbal aggression intentions (all p’s  >  .05).    For  physical  aggression 
intentions, a significant main effect of trait aggressivity, b = 0.43, IRR = 1.54 (95% C.I. 
1.08, 2.20), p < .05, indicated that the frequency of physical aggression intentions 
increased as trait aggressivity increased.  The main effects of reappraisal and suppression, 
and their interactions with trait aggressivity were all non significant (all p’s  >  .05).  
Partial support was found for Hypothesis 3a, as trait aggressivity was associated with 
more physical aggression intentions. 
Past-Year Dating Aggression 
Negative binomial regression analyses tested the hypothesis that a greater 
frequency of past-year dating aggression would be associated with more aggression 
intentions, especially among those with poorer self-regulation (Hypothesis 3b).  Past-year 
dating aggression, reappraisal, suppression, and their interactions were entered as 
independent variables.  Neither the main effects of past-year dating aggression, 
reappraisal and suppression, nor the interactions between past-year dating aggression, 
reappraisal, and suppression were significant predictors of verbal aggression intentions 
(all p’s >  .05).   For  physical  aggression  intentions,  the  interaction  between  suppression 
and past-year dating aggression was significant, b = 0.41, IRR = 1.51 (95% C.I. 1.08, 
2.11), p < .05 (Figure 3.8).  Individuals with less frequent dating aggression within the 
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past year and who were low in suppression articulated more physical aggression 
intentions than those high in suppression, whereas individuals with more frequent past-
year dating aggression who were high in suppression articulated more physical 
aggression intentions than those low in suppression.  The main effects of reappraisal, 
suppression, and past-year dating aggression, as well as the interaction between past-year 
dating aggression and reappraisal were not significant (all p’s > .05).  Hypothesis 3b was 
therefore supported for physical aggression intentions but not for verbal aggression 
intentions. 
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Ethnicity, Relationship C haracter istics, and Aggression Intentions (H ypothesis 4) 
E thnicity 
The hypothesis that non-Whites would report more aggression intentions than 
Whites was examined with separate negative binomial regression analyses for verbal and 
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physical aggression intentions with the dichotomous ethnicity variable entered as the 
independent variable in the equation (Hypothesis 4a).  There was not a significant main 
effect of ethnicity on verbal or physical aggression intentions (all p’s  >  .05).3  Thus, 
Hypothesis 4a was not supported, as there were no differences between Whites and non-
Whites on their aggression intentions.   
Relationship Characteristics 
It was hypothesized that lower relationship satisfaction would be associated with 
more aggression intentions and that this relation would be stronger among intoxicated 
individuals (Hypothesis 4b).  Relationship satisfaction, beverage conditions, and their 
interactions were entered as independent variables in separate negative binomial 
regression analyses for verbal and physical aggression intentions.  For verbal aggression 
intentions, there was a significant main effect of the alcohol condition, b = 0.68, Wald χ2 
= 5.50 (df = 1), p < .05, which was superseded by a significant interaction between 
relationship satisfaction and alcohol, b = -0.58, Wald χ2 = 4.80 (df = 1), p < .05.  As seen 
in Figure 3.9, at low levels of relationship satisfaction, individuals in the alcohol 
condition were more likely to articulate verbal aggression intentions compared to the no 
alcohol condition, but the frequency of their verbal aggression intentions decreased as 
relationship satisfaction increased.  The main effects for relationship satisfaction, the 
placebo condition, and their interaction were not significant (p > .05).  For physical 
aggression intentions, none of the main effects of relationship satisfaction, beverage 
conditions, or their interactions were significant (all p’s > .05), suggesting that 
participants’  satisfaction  in  their  current  relationship  was  not  associated  with  their 
                                                   
3 The ethnicity analyses were rerun excluding Asian participants (n = 24) with identical results, p’s > .05. 
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physical aggression intentions.  Hypothesis 4b was partially confirmed as lower 
relationship satisfaction predicted verbal aggression intentions for those in the alcohol 
compared to no alcohol conditions. 

























Greater relationship commitment, especially among intoxicated individuals, was 
expected to be associated with more verbal and physical aggression intentions 
(Hypothesis 4c).  Neither the main effects of relationship commitment or beverage 
conditions nor their interactions significantly predicted verbal or physical aggression 
intentions (all p’s  >  .05).  Therefore, relationship commitment did not influence the 
aggression intentions and Hypothesis 4c was not supported.   
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DISC USSIO N 
Overall, the beverage manipulation was successful as participants randomized to 
the alcohol or placebo conditions reported greater subjective intoxication, neurological 
effects of alcohol, and believed they were served more drinks than those in the no alcohol 
condition.  Participants who received alcohol achieved a peak BAC of .082% 
approximately 60-minutes after they finished their last drink.  Thus, participants 
completed the ATSS procedure on the ascending limb of the BAC curve, which has been 
associated with the stimulant effects of alcohol and increased aggressive behavior 
(Giancola & Zeichner, 1997; Holdstock & de Wit, 1998; Martin et al., 1993).   
Similar to Study 1, the conflict scenario was perceived as more severe and serious 
than the neutral scenario, whereas there were no differences with respect to the realism or 
believability of the two scenarios.  Participants also reported a greater average emotional 
arousal to the conflict than the neutral scenario.  Additionally, changes in mood states 
similar to Study 1 were observed following the presentation of the neutral and conflict 
scenarios, with increases in negative mood states such as hostility, tension, and anxiety, 
and decreases in positive mood states such as friendliness.   
Alcohol Intoxication and Aggression Intentions 
Overall, participants in the alcohol condition articulated more verbal aggression 
intentions and had a greater increase in the frequency of their verbal aggression intentions 
across the scenario segments compared to those who received no alcohol (Hypothesis 
1a).  There were no differences between those who received placebo versus no alcohol on 
the articulation of verbal aggression intentions or the change in verbal aggression across 
the scenario segments.  These findings suggest that the overall effect of alcohol on verbal 
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aggression intentions was associated with its pharmacological effects.  Alcohol 
intoxication likely influenced the cognitive processes that individuals would otherwise 
use to inhibit behavioral responses, leading to an increase in aggression intentions.   
No differences were observed among beverage conditions on physical aggression 
intentions, as all participants increased their frequency throughout the scenario.  
Although alcohol did not exert an influence on physical aggression intentions in the 
current investigation, the overall frequency of physical aggression intentions was low for 
all participants.  The increase in physical aggression intentions as the conflict scenario 
escalated from verbal to physical aggression suggests that the limited physical aggression 
that was expressed by participants may have been in response to this escalation. 
Alcohol expectancy effects were observed with regards to the influence of 
emotion suppression on verbal aggression intentions.  Compared to those who did not 
expect or receive alcohol, individuals who received placebo and were less able to 
suppress their emotions articulated more verbal aggression intentions.  Those who 
received placebo held expectations about how alcohol would affect their behavior 
without the pharmacological impairments of alcohol.  Therefore, those who received 
placebo and were better able to suppress may have worked harder at suppressing their 
emotions because of the anticipated effects of alcohol, whereas those less able to suppress 
their emotions may have articulated more aggressive statements because of the 
commonly endorsed expectation that alcohol leads to aggression (e.g., Critchlow, 1983).  
Contrary to hypotheses, verbal aggression intentions did not predict the 
occurrence of physical aggression intentions, and neither alcohol intoxication nor self-
regulation moderated the effect of verbal on physical aggression intentions (Hypothesis 
1b).  Although surprising, this could be related to the low frequency of physical 
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aggression  intentions  and  may  reflect  participants’  reluctance  to  express  socially 
unacceptable behavior in the laboratory.  Higher rates of verbal aggression intentions 
were observed, perhaps because articulating insulting or demeaning comments is more 
acceptable than indicating an intention to physically hurt another person.  
The likelihood of verbal aggression intentions escalating to physical aggression 
intentions was influenced by beverage condition and reappraisal (Hypothesis 1c).  
Among individuals who expressed verbal aggression intentions and were in the no 
alcohol condition, the likelihood of escalating to physical aggression intentions increased 
as their ability to reappraise their thoughts and emotions increased.  As previously 
described, this effect may be related to a difference in the techniques implemented based 
on whether or not individuals expected that the effects of alcohol would interfere with 
their ability to engage in regulatory processes.  On the other hand, those who did not 
expect alcohol may not have engaged in reappraisal to the same degree and were 
therefore more likely to escalate to physical aggression.   
Self-Regulation , E motional Arousal , and Aggression Intentions   
Consistent with study hypotheses, individuals who were less able to suppress their 
emotions reported greater emotional arousal to the conflict scenario than those better able 
to suppress their emotions (Hypothesis 2a).  This suggests that the regulatory process of 
emotion suppression does reduce one’s emotional arousal, at least in response to the more 
immediate effects of a distressing situation.  The ability to reappraise  one’s  thoughts, 
however, did not influence emotional arousal, indicating that different regulatory 
processes may be used to influence different outcomes.  Unlike emotion suppression, 
reappraisal may be useful in modifying emotions over an extended period of time and 
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therefore have longer-term benefits on emotions similar to cognitive restructuring 
strategies used in cognitive therapies (e.g., Beck, 1995). 
As anticipated, individuals less able to suppress their emotions who experienced 
greater emotional arousal articulated more verbal aggression intentions compared to those 
who experienced less emotional arousal (Hypothesis 2b).  For individuals better able to 
suppress their emotions the relation reversed, as those who experienced higher arousal 
articulated less verbal aggression intentions than those with lower emotional arousal.  
One possible explanation is that emotional arousal served as a cue to engage in the self-
regulation strategy of emotion suppression.  Therefore, individuals who were highly 
aroused may have worked harder at suppressing their emotions which reduced the 
amount with which they articulated verbal aggression intentions as the extent to which 
they were able to suppress emotions increased. 
Contrary to hypothesis 2c, poorer self-regulation did not predict the escalation 
from verbal to physical aggression.  Thus there may be different processes that influence 
the occurrence of verbal aggression and physical aggression, as well as the escalation 
from verbal to physical aggression.  Whereas self-regulation, particularly suppression, 
influenced the occurrence of verbal aggression intentions, different factors were found to 
influence physical aggression, including trait aggressivity.  Perhaps different factors 
altogether are related to the escalation from verbal to physical aggression, including 
witnessing parental aggression or a history of child abuse.  These factors may lead 
individuals to report a greater acceptance of aggressive behaviors, and therefore establish 
a pattern of behavior based on these early experiences that contribute to their current 
behavior. 
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T rait Aggressivity, Past-Y ear Dating Aggression, and Aggression Intentions 
Partial support was found for hypothesis 3a, as individuals higher in trait 
aggressivity articulated more physical aggression intentions than those lower in trait 
aggressivity.  This relation, however, was not moderated by alcohol intoxication and is in 
contrast to previous experimental assessments of alcohol and aggression (e.g., Eckhardt 
& Crane, 2008; Giancola et al., 2005).  Previous studies have either used the TAP or a 
composite variable composed of verbal, physical, and belligerent aggression intentions, 
and these different assessments may account for the discrepant findings.  Specifically 
belligerence, or a statement reflecting an attempt to start an altercation by threatening or 
provoking (Eckhardt & Crane, 2008), may represent a general characteristic or pattern of 
aggressive responding that is indicative of trait aggressivity.  Future research should 
examine the effects of trait aggressivity and alcohol intoxication on belligerence. 
Past-year dating aggression and emotion suppression were related to physical 
aggression intentions (Hypothesis 3b).  As the frequency of past-year dating aggression 
increased, the frequency with which physical aggression intentions were articulated 
decreased among those less able to suppress their emotions and increased among those 
better able to suppress their emotions.  Although this relation between suppression and 
past-year dating aggression was counter to what was expected, individuals with a greater 
history of dating aggression may have been triggered to recall more personally relevant 
details regarding their own relationship conflicts during the presentation of the conflict 
scenario. Therefore, they may not have employed techniques to suppress their emotions, 
but rather responded aggressively based on a learned set of behaviors developed in their 
prior or current relationships.  
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Bac kground, Relat ionship Character istics, and Aggression Intentions 
Inconsistent with study hypotheses, there were no differences in verbal or 
physical aggression intentions between Whites and non-Whites (Hypothesis 4a). The 
participants in the current study, however, were primarily college students with an 
average family income at or above the median household income (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2009).  An early theory posited to describe the ethnic differences in aggression was that 
the socioeconomic status of ethnic minorities leads to stressful life circumstances, which 
increases the likelihood of aggression (Straus & Gelles, 1990).  Recent investigations 
have concluded that socioeconomic status is an important factor in understanding 
differences in partner aggression between Whites and non-Whites (Field & Caetano, 
2004).  Future examinations of ethnic differences in dating aggression should examine a 
more diverse population in terms of socioeconomic status and other related factors (e.g., 
urban versus rural locations). 
Consistent with hypotheses, lower relationship satisfaction predicted verbal 
aggression intentions, especially among those who were intoxicated (Hypothesis 4b).  
Individuals who were less satisfied in their relationships may experience more 
relationship conflict than those who were more satisfied.  Because of this, less satisfied 
individuals may have been better able to imagine themselves in the dating conflict 
situations, leading to greater aggression intentions.  Relationship commitment, however, 
was unrelated to verbal and physical aggression intentions in the current study 
(Hypothesis 4c).  Although assessing one’s intentions to act aggressively is a good proxy 
for actual behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), both partners may have to be present in the 
laboratory in order for the effects of emotional commitment to be observed.   
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Chapter 4: G eneral Discussion 
This dissertation represents the first known attempt to experimentally examine the 
behavioral intentions of dating men and women in response to a mutual aggression 
scenario that escalates from verbal to physical aggression.   Consistent with research 
using similar methodology, the effects of alcohol intoxication and trait aggressivity were 
examined, however I was also interested in the association between the ability to self-
regulate thoughts, feelings, and behavior, and verbal and physical aggression intentions.  
In addition, the present studies provide an initial attempt to understand the factors 
associated with a possible escalation from verbal to physical aggression during dating 
conflict. 
A M U TU A L A G G R ESSIO N AUD IO-T AP E D C O NF L IC T SC E N A R IO  
The  newly  developed  mutual  aggression  scenario  was  modeled  after  Johnson’s 
(1995;  p.  285)  description  of  “common  couple  violence,”  and  depicted  a  conflict  that 
escalated from verbal to mild physical aggression by both dating partners.  As mutual 
aggression is the predominant pattern of dating aggression (Gray & Foshee, 1997; 
Whitaker et al., 2007), it is important to investigate and understand the processes that 
underlie the escalation from verbal to physical aggression.  Previously used hypothetical 
scenarios have portrayed the male partner observing his female partner flirting with 
another  man,  and  have  primarily  assessed  men’s  responses.    The  mutual  aggression 
scenario, however, was designed to assess the thoughts, feelings, and behavioral 
responses of both men and women in response to a confrontation or conflict following a 
jealousy-provoking situation in which both partners were participants.  This was needed 
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in order to better understand the factors that influence mutual aggression and the possible 
escalation from verbal to physical aggression.   
The scenario was found to have construct validity as individuals with past-year 
dating aggression articulated more verbal and physical aggression intentions to the 
mutual aggression conflict scenario compared to those without past-year dating 
aggression.  In addition, participants rated the scenario as believable, and it elicited 
increases in negative mood states such as hostility and anxiety, and decreases in positive 
mood states such as friendliness.  Despite the advantages of the mutual aggression 
conflict scenario, physical aggression intentions were articulated at a low frequency.  
This is not consistent with previous research in which participants have responded with 
physical aggression to assessments such as the TAP (e.g., Giancola, 2003; Giancola et al., 
2005), and other scenarios presented with the ATSS procedure (e.g., Eckhardt, 2007; 
Eckhardt & Crane, 2008), and may be related to the relative severity of the behavior 
portrayed in the new mutual aggression scenario. 
When the conflict escalated to mild physical aggression, participants may have 
been shocked at the severity of the argument, leading many participants to make 
comments about how the argument had gone too  far (e.g., “Now this is just getting way 
out of hand,” “I think this argument has gotten way out of control,” “These segments are 




may have been more likely to articulate ways in which they would keep themselves safe 
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and prevent further escalation in a similar situation rather than indicate that they would 
engage in additional physical aggression. 
For participants with a history of dating aggression, observing the conflict 
scenario from a bystander’s point of view may have allowed them to engage in a process 
of perspective-taking that they are unable to do during their own relationship conflict 
(Johnson, 1975).  This was evident in responses in which participants indicated that the 
verbally aggressive behavior was bad and would lead to negative consequences (e.g., 
“My boyfriend and  I have gotten  in  to  fights  like  this,  and  it’s not good.   Saying mean 
things just leads to like more mean things, and, um, neither one of us is happy in the 
end.”).    Additionally,  this  perspective-taking may have led some participants to 
potentially down-play the aggressive behaviors that have occurred in their own 
relationship  (e.g.,  “I  admit  that  I’ve  sometimes gotten a little bit too angry and like 
thrown things, but not directly at him.  Just like, if it’s his stuff I would probably throw it 
and push it out of my way because I didn’t want to see it.”).   
SUPPO R T F O R T H R E E M O D E LS O F  A L C O H O L A ND D A TIN G A G G R ESSIO N 
Three primary conceptual models have been posited to explain the observed 
relation between alcohol use and partner aggression: (a) the proximal effects model, (b) 
the indirect effects model, and (c) the spurious model (Leonard & Quigley, 1999).  
According to the proximal effects model, alcohol consumption is viewed as contributing 
directly to episodes of partner aggression. Therefore, individuals are more likely to 
engage in partner aggression after they consume alcohol because of the pharmacological 
effects of intoxication (e.g., Chermack & Taylor, 1995), as well as the expectancy that 
drinking will lead to aggression (Critchlow, 1983).  I found support for both the 
pharmacology and expectancy effects of alcohol for verbal aggression intentions but not 
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for physical aggression, suggesting that the proximal effects model may be more relevant 
to verbal aggression among dating partners than physical aggression. 
 In the indirect effects model, alcohol consumption is thought to lead to other 
variables that then contribute to partner aggression.  For example, alcohol consumption 
has been implicated in relationship dissatisfaction (Kelly & Halford, 2006), which in turn 
has been associated with the occurrence of aggression in these unhappy relationships 
(O’Leary et al., 1994).  Although I did not examine the long-term effects of alcohol abuse 
on relationship satisfaction, the short-term effects of alcohol intoxication among those 
with lower relationship satisfaction were associated with verbal but not physical 
aggression intentions.  This suggests that the indirect effects model may also be a useful 
construct to help explain the association between alcohol and verbal dating aggression.   
In the spurious model, alcohol use and partner aggression are related because they 
are both associated with a third variable.  Therefore, the influence of alcohol on 
aggression may appear to be direct when, in fact, it is not.  For example, many young 
adults have a tendency to drink heavily and some also have a tendency to be aggressive, 
and it could be concluded that heavy drinking leads to aggression.  It may be, however, 
that traits or prior aggression may be related to both the tendency to drink as well as to 
act aggressively.  In the current investigation, both trait aggressivity as well as a history 
of dating aggression were related to the occurrence of physical aggression intentions, but 
not verbal aggression intentions.  Moreover, physical aggression, trait aggressivity, and 
prior dating aggression have been related to heavy drinking (e.g., Eaton, Davis, Barrios, 
Brener,  &  Noonan,  2007;  Heyman,  O’Leary  &  Jouriles,  1995;  Roudsari  et  al.,  2009), 
lending support to the spurious model for alcohol and physical dating aggression.   
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The current results therefore suggest that multiple models may be necessary in 
explaining the role of alcohol in dating aggression.  Specifically, the relation between 
alcohol and verbal dating aggression may fit both the proximal effects and indirect effects 
models, whereas the spurious model may best explain alcohol’s association with physical 
dating aggression.  Previous studies using a similar methodology to that of the current 
studies have combined verbal, physical, and often belligerent intentions into a composite 
aggression intentions variable; therefore conclusions that were drawn may have resulted 
from the influence of one form of aggressive behavior over another.  It may be important 
in future research to examine the different forms of aggression separately to better 
understand the factors that are associated with their occurrence as well as to better inform 
clinical interventions used to address aggressive behaviors. 
T H E R O L E O F SE L F-R E G U L A TIO N IN A G G R ESSIO N 
The relation between self-regulation and aggression may vary depending on the 
type of regulatory process investigated as well as the immediacy with which participants 
are expected to respond.  Individuals less able to suppress their emotions may exhibit 
more aggressive behaviors, especially when they are asked to respond immediately and 
they expect to have consumed alcohol.  Because emotion suppression involves a 
modification  of  one’s  emotional  experience  during  an  emotionally  provoking  situation 
(John & Gross, 2004), this may be a more useful regulatory technique for responding to 
conflict in the moment.  Cognitive reappraisal, however, involves a modification of one’s 
thoughts regarding an emotionally laden situation (John & Gross, 2004), and may require 
more energy or effort than is possible during a conflict situation.  Cognitive reappraisal 
may be most useful when the partners are able to take a break to calm down, providing 
the time to engage in cognitive strategies to alter their thought processes, and has been 
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associated with longer-term benefits including better interpersonal functioning (Gross & 
John, 2003).  The current assessment of aggression intentions, however, required that the 
participants respond rather immediately to the potentially distressing scenario.  It may be 
no surprise, therefore, that those better able to engage in emotion suppression, a 
regulatory approach that can provide a more immediate change in response, were less 
likely to articulate verbal aggression intentions.  
Although those better able to suppress their emotions were less likely to articulate 
aggression intentions during the more immediate assessment of aggression, there may be 
consequences of continued emotion suppression due to the depletion of self-regulatory 
resources (John & Gross, 2004).  The ability to self-regulate increases and decreases 
across time and situations, and is thought to operate like a limited resource that can be 
temporarily depleted (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000).  The depletion of self-regulation 
has been shown to occur following prior attempts to self-regulate or during periods of 
emotional distress (Tice, Bratslavsky, & Baumeister, 2001), and has been associated with 
an increase in the likelihood of aggressive behavior (DeWall et al., 2007; Stucke & 
Baumeister, 2006).  Therefore, the extent to which an individual’s ability to self-regulate 
was depleted throughout the course of a conflict may be related to the escalation from 
verbal  to  physical  aggression  rather  than  one’s  overall  ability  to  self-regulate.  In the 
current study, neither reappraisal nor suppression were related to the escalation from 
verbal to physical aggression intentions, however these assessments were only 
administered once at the beginning of the laboratory session.  It may have been that 
differences in overall abilities to reappraise and suppress in combination with the extent 
to which these strategies were employed (possibly resulting in depletion) is more 
predictive of escalating aggression during a conflict. 
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L IM I T A T IO NS A ND F U TUR E D IR E C T IO NS 
Several limitations of the current studies should be noted and addressed in future 
investigations.  One of the limitations is that a low frequency of physical aggression 
intentions was observed.  Given that alcohol intoxication was not related to the 
occurrence of physical aggression intentions in Study 2, it may be that the moderate 
BACs targeted and achieved (i.e., .08%) were not high enough to influence physical 
aggression intentions within a laboratory setting.  The large number of drinks reportedly 
consumed prior to incidents of naturally occurring physical aggression suggests that this 
behavior may be most likely to occur at much higher BACs than were achieved in the 
current study (e.g., Wells et al., 2008).  In addition, investigations that have successfully 
elicited physical aggression using the TAP have targeted BACs of .10% (Giancaola, 
2003;  Giancola  et  al.,  2005),  therefore  future  research  examining  alcohol’s  role  in 
physical dating aggression should also target higher BACs.   
Another possible explanation for the low rates of physical aggression intentions 
was that the severity of the conflict led participants to engage in perspective-taking or to 
articulate non-aggressive responses aimed at ensuring the safety of both partners.  Several 
changes could be made to the scenario as well as the ATSS coding procedures in order to 
address these concerns.  The scenario could be modified so that the conflict escalates to 
physical aggression during the last segment as opposed to earlier in the scenario.  This 
would still allow for an examination of the factors associated with participants’ responses 
to physical aggression while minimizing the length of time over which physical 
aggression  occurs.    In  addition,  participants’  responses  could  be  coded  for  adaptive, 
healthy responses to dating conflict in order to examine the factors associated with 
engaging in these protective strategies.  Most research on partner aggression addresses 
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the factors associated with its occurrence, but equally important are the behaviors in 
which dating partners engage to prevent aggression from occurring in their relationship. 
Because only a single assessment of self-regulation was used in this investigation, 
the extent to which individuals employed reappraisal or suppression strategies throughout 
the presentation of the conflict scenario was not assessed.  These attempts may lead to a 
depletion of self-regulation resources and possible increases in aggression, therefore 
future  research  should  assess  participants’  attempts  to  self-regulate throughout the 
conflict scenario and could be assessed using a modified version of the ATSS procedure.  
For example, participants could be provided with two separate 20 second prompts rather 
than the single 30 second prompt between segments.  The first would prompt participants 
to describe the thoughts and feelings they had in response to the segment as well as any 
attempts to reduce or alter their thoughts or feelings.  The second prompt would ask 
participants to describe what they would say or do if they were in that situation.  By 
adding more specific prompts, the benefits of the ATSS procedure could be maintained, 
while allowing a more detailed assessment of the experienced emotions and regulation 
strategies that were used. Additionally, physiological measures such as heart rate 
variability (HRV) could be included as HRV has been associated with self-regulatory 
strength (Segerstrom & Nes, 2007). 
A general measure of emotional arousal was used and could have been comprised 
of a variety of emotions.  Moreover, the stimulant effects of alcohol intoxication could 
have been tapped by this general measure of arousal and could have confounded the 
effects of arousal on aggression intentions among those who were given alcohol.  
Although  participants’  mood  states  were  assessed  immediately  before  and  after  the 
presentation of the audio-taped scenarios, it was not possible to determine the effect of 
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specific emotions. Because anger in particular has been implicated in the occurrence of 
partner aggression (Berkowitz, 1993; Holtzworth-Munroe & Clements, 2007), future 
investigations should attempt to examine the effects of specific emotions on verbal and 
physical aggression.  The modified ATSS procedures previously suggested would allow 
for an examination of the specific emotions experienced.  In addition, a measure of skin 
conductance, or sympathetic activity, could also be included to provide a more objective 
measure of the valence and intensity of experienced emotions (e.g., Rochman & 
Diamond, 2008). 
Lastly, due to the limitations of experimental investigations, intentions to act 
aggressively were assessed and not actual aggressive behavior.  Although behavioral 
intentions have been found to be a proxy for actual behavior, future studies could 
increase the credibility and realism of study procedures by bringing both partners of the 
dating couple in to the laboratory.  Similar to studies that have assessed communication 
among married couples (Gottman, 1980; Jacobson et al., 1994; Leonard & Roberts, 
1998), dating couples could discuss a problem in their relationship following a beverage 
administration.    The  conversation  would  be  recorded  and  later  coded  for  partners’ 
communication style and verbal aggression.  Following the conversation, each partner 
would privately view their video tape and provide responses in a manner similar to the 
ATSS procedure regarding their thoughts and feelings that occurred throughout the 
conversation as well as the regulatory processes used.  Additionally, participants would 
be asked to indicate any behaviors (e.g., possible physical aggression intentions) they 
may have engaged in if this conversation had happened outside of the laboratory.  This 
procedure  may  help  elicit  responses  that  are  more  congruent  with  participants’  actual 
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behavior in their current relationship and better address factors such as their relationship 
satisfaction and emotional commitment to one’s dating partner. 
Limitations notwithstanding, the current dissertation furthered the understanding 
of the association between alcohol and dating aggression by including both men and 
women in dating relationships and assessing responses to a mutually aggressive conflict 
scenario.  Overall, results suggest that the role of alcohol may differ for verbal and 
physical aggression, with the pharmacological and expectancy effects of alcohol more 
important in the occurrence of verbal aggression, whereas trait aggressivity and prior 
dating aggression may be more predictive of physical aggression intentions.  Self-
regulation, and in particular emotional suppression, may reduce the frequency of 
aggression during dating conflicts. 
The current results provide important implications for interventions that target 
dating aggression and alcohol use.  Efforts aimed at reducing the risk for dating 
aggression  should  also  address  the  individual’s  alcohol  consumption,  as  reducing  their 
drinking may lead to a decrease in dating aggression (O’Farrell, Fals-Stewart, Murphy, & 
Murphy, 2003).  In addition, interventions should help individuals build self-regulatory 
techniques to better handle relationship conflict, including emotion suppression and 
cognitive  reappraisal.    Learning  to  restructure  one’s  cognitions  regarding  relationship 
conflict as well as practicing behavioral approaches to manage one’s anger, such as self-
imposed time-outs or engaging in a stress relieving activity (e.g., exercise), may have 
beneficial effects on the adjustment of dating relationships and serve to decrease 
aggression.  Lastly, early identification and intervention is essential for individuals high 
in trait aggressivity or who have a history of dating aggression in order to prevent the 
pattern of continued aggression. 
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Appendix A : A TSS and A rousometer Instructions 
“In this part of the study, we are interested in what people think and feel. When 
people go about their daily affairs, being with others and doing different things, they talk 
to themselves, or have a constant stream of thoughts or feelings which reflect their 
reactions to something happening around them. We are going to ask you to listen to two 
tapes and to imagine that you are in the situations being described. We want you to listen 
to these tape recorded situations and tune in to what is running through your mind, and 
then to say these thoughts and feelings out loud. The microphone in front of you will pick 
up what you say. Each tape is divided into eight parts. At the end of each part, you will 
hear a tone such as this [TONE] followed by a pause of 30 seconds. During these 30 
seconds, we want you to say out loud what was going through your mind as you were 
listening to the tape. Say as much as you can until you hear another tone. Talk out loud 
about your thoughts, feelings, and what you would like to do in response to the scenario 
until you hear the next tone. That will signal that the story is about to continue. There are 
no right or wrong answers, so please say whatever comes to your mind. Anything you say 
is appropriate. The more you say the better. Imagine as clearly as you can that it is really 
you in each situation. 
While you are listening to the audio-tapes please pay particular attention to how 
strong your emotions are. We would like you to indicate how strong your emotions are 
throughout each segment of the scenarios. The meter you see will be used to indicate 
your level of emotional arousal. You can move the mouse forward and backward to 
indicate an increase or a decrease in your emotional arousal. A 0 indicates that you are 
not emotionally aroused, whereas a 5 is moderate emotional arousal, and a 10 is extreme 
emotional arousal.” 
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Appendix B: Audio-Taped Scenario T ranscripts 
N E U TR A L SC E N A RIO 
(JD and Tori are just arriving home after being at a party earlier this evening.) 
 
Segment 1: 
JD: Did you have fun at the party tonight? 
Tori: Yeah, I had a great time.  Did you? 
JD: Yeah, It was fun. That poker game was awesome.  Max and I were thinking of 
starting a poker league so that we can get together and play once a week or something. 
Tori: That’ll be fun, although I don’t see what’s so great about it.  So, is that what you 
were doing the whole time? After I finished talking to those girls from my English class I 
looked for you but couldn’t find you.   
JD: Yeah, the table was in the basement.  Sorry I didn’t tell you where I went.  
Tori: Oh, no worries.  So were you going to try to play next week because my parents are 







Tori: Oh, did you hear about Jim and Katie?   
JD:  No, what about them? 
Tori:  Heather told me that they broke up.  Did Jim say anything to you? 
JD: No, but it didn’t really come up. 














Neutral Scenario (Continued) 






weekend?  Do you know of any tailgates going on? 
JD:  I’ll ask Max to see what they’re up to, but he’ll probably want to hang out at his 
apartment for a while before and BBQ.   
 
Segment 4: 






Tori: I guess we’ll see if any of them are even interested. Anyways, what time does the 
game start? 
JD: I think it’s later on--in the evening maybe.  So, I’ll probably want to go over there 
sometime in the afternoon.  Do I still need to help your friend move that day? 
Tori: I don’t know.  I’ll have to call her, but she was looking for people with trucks that 
could help out.  She may have to wait until the next weekend, though, depending on 
when she can start the new lease. 
 
Segment 5: 




finish it early so we can go. Do you want to say around 8 o’clock so I can have time to do 









JD:  Are you hungry?  I was thinking getting some food. McDonalds?   
Tori: I’ll have a little, but I probably won’t each much. 
 94 
Neutral Scenario (Continued) 
JD: You said that last time and then ended up eating half my nuggets and all my fries. 




Tori: Sure.  Oh, hey, before you go will you come look at my DVD player.  Remember 
when we were watching that movie the other night and it just stopped playing?    
JD:  Yea I remember that, is it still not working?  
Tori: Yea, it stopped playing twice for me the next time also. 




Tori:  That sucks.  I wanted to watch a movie before going to bed tonight.   
JD: We can go to my place and watch whatever you want. 
Tori: Yeah, but aren’t your roommates going to be up watching TV or playing video 
games? 
JD: Eh, as long as they’re not watching a movie, we can take the DVD player and watch 
it in my room.  
Tori: Okay, we can do that.  What movie would you want to watch? 
JD: Whatever, you can pick it out. Just don’t make it too painful on me. I don’t think the 






and decide later.   
 
Segment 8: 
JD: Okay, so just grab a few and we can decide when we get back to my place. 
Tori: Sure.  But will your roommates be mad that you’re not going to play video games 
with them and will be hanging out with me instead?   




Tori: Oh, you never went for food.  Maybe now we can pick it up on the way. 
JD: Yea, lets get some food and then head to my place. We can even get some food for 
them and use it as a bribe. 
Tori: Okay, sounds good. Just give me a minute to get my stuff together and then we can 
go.   
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C O N F L IC T SC E N A R IO 
(JD and Tori are just arriving home after being at a party earlier this evening.) 
 
Segment 1: 
Tori: Why are you so mad at me? 
JD: We need to talk about what just happened at the party. 
Tori: What do you mean “what happened at the party?” 
JD: I saw you flirting with that guy. 
Tori: Who?   
JD:  How am I supposed to know? 
Tori: Are you talking about Jason?  We were just talking, and maybe he was flirting with 
me a little. I wouldn’t have been talking to him for so long if you weren’t playing those 
stupid drinking games all night.   
JD: Stupid drinking games?  We were just trying to have a little fun. 
Tori: Well, all I’m saying is that if you paid a little attention to me, I wouldn’t have had 




Tori: Are we going to talk about this, or are we just going to argue? 
JD: I guess that depends on whether you admit you were wrong. 
Tori: Wrong?  I didn’t do anything wrong.  You weren’t paying any attention to me and 
he came up to talk to me. 
JD: You could have talked to any of your girl friends there. 
Tori: Are you trying to tell me who I can and can’t talk to? 
JD: All I’m saying is that if you had to talk to a guy, you didn’t have to be so god damn 
flirtatious.   
Tori: You weren’t even in the same room.  How do you know I was flirting? 




JD: I heard you were acting like a whore. 
Tori: (interrupting) A whore? 
JD: Yeah, you were all over him.  
Tori: (interrupting) Right. 
JD:  He was only talking to you because your boobs are hanging out of that shirt. 
Tori: How dare you call me a whore?  You’re such a jerk.  Sometimes I don’t know why 
I’m dating you. 
JD: You’re dating me because no one else wants you.  I’m the only one that will put up 




Conflict Scenario (Continued) 
Tori: Oh god, okay, you want to talk about throwing yourself at people? What about last 
week when you kissed that other girl and bought her a shot when we were downtown? 
JD: We’ve been over this before and I told you I only kissed her on the cheek!  Why are 
you bringing this up again now??? 
 
Segment 4: 
(Their voices are noticeably raised and yelling most everything now.) 
Tori: I don’t even want to hear you talk about my behavior when you’re lucky I even 
talked to you after that night.  And, you didn’t even know her.   
JD: Shut up, Tori!  I already told you it was her birthday.  Now I wish I had done more 
than just kiss her on the cheek.  She was way hotter than you. 
Tori: I swear, if you do, we are done.  I am so sick of you right now. 
JD: What are you going to do?  Let me guess, you’re going to start crying now and call 




JD: What? You could what? (chuckle)   
Tori:  I swear, I could strangle you… 
JD:  I’d like to see you try. 
Tori: So now you’re threatening me.   
JD: And you weren’t? 








JD: Are you accusing me of cheating on you? 
Tori: Well, you are a lying prick.  I wouldn’t be surprised if you were cheating on me.  
JD: Well, I’ve never cheated on you before, but I might now.  I’m sure I could find 
someone that’s better in bed than you are. 
Tori: How could you say something like that?  You’re the one with the small dick! 
JD: That’s not what your friend Amanda said.  In fact, I might just go ahead and give her 
a call tonight. 
Tori: Oh my god, you are such an asshole. (throws something that breaks - shattering 
glass sound) 




Conflict Scenario (Continued) 
Segment 7: 













JD: You better apologize for hitting me. 
(Tori pushes JD to try to get away) 
JD: Don’t you dare push me!  You’re not leaving here until we work this out! 
Tori: No, we’re not working anything out.  Get out of my face. (Pushes him again, he 
falls against something that breaks) 
JD: You’re going to clean up this mess you’ve made.  
Tori:  Get out of my way!  
(You hear a slap and then it ends) 
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Appendix C : Self-Report M easures 
B A C K G RO UND A ND D E M O G R APH ICS 
1.  What is your biological sex? 
 _____ a. Female 
 _____ b. Male 
 
2.  What is your date of birth?  __ __ / __ __ / __ __ __ __ 
 
3.  What is your sexual orientation? 
____ a. Heterosexual 
 ____ b. Bisexual 
 ____ c. Gay 
 ____ d. Lesbian 
 ____ e. Questioning 
 
4.  What is your race/ethnicity (mark all that apply): 
 ____ a. American Indian/Alaskan Native 
 ____ b. Asian 
 ____ c. Black or African American 
 ____ d. Hispanic or Latino(a) 
 ____ e. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
 ____ f. White or Caucasian 
 ____ g. Other (please specify): _______________________ 
 
5.  What is your current family’s estimated annual income?  
____ a. under $19,999 
 ____ b. $20,000 - 29,999 
 ____ c. $30,000 - 39,999 
 ____ d. $40,000 - 49,999 
 ____ e. $50,000 - 59,999 
 ____ f. $60,000 - 69,999 
 ____ g. $70,000 - 99,999 
 ____ h. $100,000 or over 
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Bac kground and Demographics (Continued) 
6.  What is your current relationship status? 
 ____ a. Not dating      
 ____ b. Dating, but not exclusively    
 ____ c. Dating exclusively 
____ d. Engaged 
____ e. Married      
____ f. Other (please specify): __________________ 
  
 
7.  How long have you been in your current relationship? 
 ____ a. Less than 1 month 
 ____ b.1-3 months 
 ____ c. 3-6 months 
 ____ d. 6-12 months 
 ____ e. More than 12 months 
 





  Moderate 
emotional 
commitment 
  Someone with 
whom you are 
engaged or 
intend to marry 
1 2 3 4 
 
5 6 7 
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BIP H ASIC A L C O H O L E F F E C TS SC A L E (B A ES) 
The following adjectives describe feelings that are sometimes produced by drinking 
alcohol.  Please rate the extent to which you are experiencing each of the following at 
the present moment. 
 
  Not at All                        Moderately                       Extremely 
01. Difficulty 
Concentrating 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
02. Down 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
03. Elated 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
04. Energized 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
05. Excited 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
06. Heavy Head 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
07. Inactive 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
08. Sedated 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
09. Slow Thoughts 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
10. Sluggish 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
11. Stimulated 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
12. Talkative 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
13. Up 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
14. Vigorous 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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BRIE F  SE L F-C O N TR O L SC A L E (BSCS) 
Using the scale provided, please indicate how much each of the following statement 
reflects how you T YPI C A L L Y  are: 
 Not at 
All 
   Very 
Much 
01.  I am good at resisting temptation 1 2 3 4 5 
02. I have a hard time breaking bad habits 1 2 3 4 5 
03. I am lazy 1 2 3 4 5 
04. I say inappropriate things 1 2 3 4 5 
05. I do certain things that are bad for me, if 
they are fun 
1 2 3 4 5 
06. I refuse things that are bad for me 1 2 3 4 5 
07. I wish I had more self-discipline 1 2 3 4 5 
08. People would say that I have iron self-
discipline 
1 2 3 4 5 
09. Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me from 
getting work done 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I have trouble concentrating 1 2 3 4 5 
11. I am able to work effectively towards long-
term goals 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. Sometimes I can’t stop myself from doing 











13. I often act without thinking through all the 
alternatives 
1 2 3 4 5 
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urge to strike another person. 
1 2 3 4 5 
02. Given enough provocation, I may 
hit another person. 
1 2 3 4 5 
03. If somebody hits me, I hit back. 1 2 3 4 5 
04. I get into fights a little more than 
the average person. 
1 2 3 4 5 
05. If I have to resort to violence to 
protect my rights, I will. 
1 2 3 4 5 
06. There are people who pushed me 
so far that we came to blows. 
1 2 3 4 5 
07. I can think of no good reason for 
ever hitting a person. 
1 2 3 4 5 
08. I have threatened people I know. 1 2 3 4 5 
09. I have become so mad that I have 
broken things. 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I tell my friends openly when I 
disagree with them. 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. I often find myself disagreeing with 
people. 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. When people annoy me, I may tell 
them what I think of them. 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. I can’t help getting into arguments 
when people disagree with me. 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. My friends say that I’m somewhat 
argumentative. 
1 2 3 4 5 
15. I flare up quickly but get over it 
quickly. 
1 2 3 4 5 
16. When frustrated, I let my irritation 
show. 
1 2 3 4 5 
17. I sometimes feel like a posed keg 
ready to explode. 
1 2 3 4 5 
18. I am an even-tempered person. 1 2 3 4 5 
19. Some of my friends think I’m a 
hothead. 
1 2 3 4 5 
20. Sometimes I fly off the handle for 
no good reason. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Hardly Eve r 
Applies to 
Me 
21. I have trouble controlling my 
temper. 
1 2 3 4 5 
22. I am sometimes eaten up with 
jealousy. 
1 2 3 4 5 
23. At times I feel I have gotten a raw 
deal out of life. 
1 2 3 4 5 
24. Other people always seem to get 
the breaks. 
1 2 3 4 5 
25. I wonder why sometimes I feel so 
bitter about things. 
1 2 3 4 5 
26. I know that “friends” talk about me 
behind my back. 
1 2 3 4 5 
27. I am suspicious of overly friendly 
strangers. 
1 2 3 4 5 
28. I sometimes feel that people are 
laughing at me behind my back. 
1 2 3 4 5 
29. When people are especially nice, I 
wonder what they want. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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C O N F L IC T T A C T ICS SC A L E-R E V ISE D (C TS-2) 
No matter how well a couple gets along, there are times when they disagree, get annoyed 
with the other person, want different things from each other, or just have spats or fights 
because they are in a bad mood, are tired, or for some other reason. Couples also have 
many different ways of trying to settle their differences.  This is a list of things that might 
have happened when you had differences. Please circle how many times you did these 
things and how many times your partner did these things to you in the last 12 months.   
 
How often did this happen? 
1 = Once in the past year   
2 = Twice in the past year   
3 = 3-5 times in the past year   
4 = 6-10 times in the past year   
5 = 11-20 times in the past year 
6 = More than 20 times in the past year 
7 = Not in the past year, but it did happen before 
1. I insulted or swore at my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
2. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
3. I threw something at my partner that could hurt. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
4. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
5. I twisted my partner’s arm or hair. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
6. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
7. I pushed or shoved my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
8. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
9. I used a knife or gun on my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
10. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
11. I called my partner fat or ugly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
12. My partner called me fat or ugly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
13. I punched or hit my partner with something that could hurt. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
14. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
15. I destroyed something belonging to my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
16. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
17. I choked my partner 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
18. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
19. I shouted or yelled at my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
20. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
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C TS-2 (Continued) 
How often did this happen? 
1 = Once in the past year   
2 = Twice in the past year 
3 = 3-5 times in the past year 
4 = 6-10 times in the past year   
5 = 11-20 times in the past year 
6 = More than 20 times in the past year 
7 = Not in the past year, but it did happen before 
 
21. I slammed my partner against a wall. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
22. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
23. I beat up my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
24. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
25. I grabbed my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
26. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
27. I stomped out of the room or house or yard during a disagreement. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
28. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
29. I slapped my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
30. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
31. I burned or scalded my partner on purpose. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
32. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
33. I accused my partner of being a lousy lover. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
34. My partner accused me of this. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
35. I did something to spite my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
36. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
37. I threatened to hit or throw something at my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
38. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
39. I kicked my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
40. My partner did this to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
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D A IL Y DRIN K IN G QU ESTIO NN A IR E (DD Q) 
Think about your alcohol consumption during the past three months.  For a T YPI C A L  
W E E K , please indicate the number of alcoholic drinks you consumed each day.  Please 
circle your answer. 
 
M: 0      1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10      11      12      13      14      15+ 
 
Tu: 0      1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10      11      12      13      14      15+ 
 
W: 0      1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10      11      12      13      14      15+ 
 
Th: 0      1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10      11      12      13      14      15+ 
 
F: 0      1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10      11      12      13      14      15+ 
 
Sa: 0      1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10      11      12      13      14      15+ 
 
Su: 0      1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10      11      12      13      14      15+ 
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E M O TIO N R E G U L A TIO N QU ESTIO NN A IR E (E R Q) 
We would like to ask you some questions about your emotional life, in particular, how you 
control (that is, regulate and manage) your emotions.  We are interested in two aspects of your 
emotional life.  One is your emotional experience, or what you feel like inside.  The other is your 
emotional expression, or how you show your emotions in the way you talk, gesture, or behave.  
Although some of the following questions may seem similar to one another, they differ in 
important ways. 
 
 Strongly disagree  Neutral  
St rongly 
agree 
01. When I want to feel more positive (such as joy 
or amusement), I change what I’m thinking 
about. 
1 2 3 4 5 
02. I keep my emotions to myself. 1 2 3 4 5 
03. When I want to feel less negative emotion 
(such as sadness or anger), I change what I’m 
thinking about. 
1 2 3 4 5 
04. When I am feeling positive emotions, I am 
careful not to express them. 
1 2 3 4 5 
05. When I’m faced with a stressful situation, I 
make myself think about it in a way that helps 
me stay calm. 
1 2 3 4 5 
06. I control my emotions by not expressing them. 1 2 3 4 5 
07. When I want to feel more positive emotion, I 
change the way I’m thinking about the 
situation. 
1 2 3 4 5 
08. I control my emotions by changing the way I 
think about the situation I’m in. 
1 2 3 4 5 
09. When I am feeling negative emotions, I make 
sure not to express them. 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. When I want to feel less negative emotion, I 
change the way I’m thinking about the 
situation. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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E M O TIO N A L SE NSIT IV I T Y R A TIN G F O R M (B L A N K ) 
Directions:  The following items ask you to make ratings about the other participant based on 
their emotional arousal graph. Please answer these items to the best of your ability with the 
information you have. Select your answer by placing an “X” in the column that best represents 
your impression of the other participant. 
 
1.  How emotionally sensitive do you think this person is? 
 
















      
 
2.  How stable do you think this person is? 
 
















      
 
3.  How likely is this person to become aggressive? 
 















      
 
4.  How similar is this person to someone you might date? 
 
















      
 
5.  Please provide a brief description of your impression of the other participant’s emotional 








E M O TIO N A L SE NSIT IV I T Y R A TIN G F O R M (F R O M F IC T IT IO US PA R T IC IP A N T) 
1.  How emotionally sensitive do you think this person is? 
 

















      
 
2.  How stable do you think this person is? 
 
















     X 
 
 
3.  How likely is this person to become aggressive? 
 
















     X 
 
 
4.  How similar is this person to someone you might date? 
 
















      
 
5.  Please provide a brief description of your impression of the other participant’s 
emotional sensitivity based on their emotional arousal graph in the space provided below: 
 
I was surprised when I saw [insert name]’s emotional arousal graph. She seems like the 
kind of person that may be overly sensitive about things and probably takes offense 
easily. She also seems like she isn’t able to handle her feelings when faced with difficult 




M A NIPU L A TIO N C H E C KS 
Beverage M anipulation Chec k 
Please estimate the number of standard alcohol beverages you were served during this 
experiment?  (1 Standard Drink = 1 shot of liquor)     ______________________ 
 
Hot Sauce M anipulation Chec k 









Positive Mood M anipulation Chec k 
For each continuum presented below, please indicate the status of your current mood. 
 
1.  How happy or sad do you currently feel? 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
Happy                Sad 
 
2.  How good or bad do you currently feel? 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
Good                Bad 
 
3.  How angry or calm do you currently feel? 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
Angry                Calm 
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Stimulus M anipulat ion C hec k 
Please answer the following questions regarding your experience listening to the 
scenario. 
 
1.  How realistic is this scenario? 
1  2  3  4  5 
Not at all        Somewhat    Extremely 
 
2.  How believable is this scenario? 
1  2  3  4  5 
Not at all        Somewhat    Extremely 
 
3.  How serious is this conflict? 
 1  2  3  4  5 
 Not at all       Somewhat    Extremely 
 
4.  How severe is this conflict? 
 1  2  3  4  5 
 Not at all       Somewhat    Extremely 
 
5.  To what extent does this conflict involve jealousy? 
 1  2  3  4  5 
 Not at all       Somewhat    Extremely 
 
6.  To what extent were you able to imagine yourself as the character in the scenario? 
 1  2  3  4  5 
 Not at all      Somewhat    Very much 
 
7.  How much did you identify with the MALE character in the scenario? 
 1  2  3  4  5 
 Not at all      Somewhat    Very much 
 
8.  How much did you identify with the FEMALE character in the scenario? 
 1  2  3  4  5 
 Not at all      Somewhat    Very much 
 
9.  How much were you distressed by the MALE character in the scenario? 
 1  2  3  4  5 
 Not at all      Somewhat    Very much 
 
10.  How much were you distressed by the FEMALE character in the scenario? 
 1  2  3  4  5 
 Not at all      Somewhat    Very much 
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PR O F IL E O F  M O O D ST A T ES (PO MS) 
Below is a list of words that describe feelings people have.  Please read each one 
carefully.  Then circle the number of the answer to the right which best describes H O W 








Furious 1 2 3 4 5 
Friendly 1 2 3 4 5 
Energetic 1 2 3 4 5 
Unable to concentrate 1 2 3 4 5 
On edge 1 2 3 4 5 
Cooperative 1 2 3 4 5 
Tired 1 2 3 4 5 
Unable to think clearly 1 2 3 4 5 
Grouchy 1 2 3 4 5 
Forgetful 1 2 3 4 5 
Cheerful 1 2 3 4 5 
Ready to fight 1 2 3 4 5 
Worthless 1 2 3 4 5 
Angry 1 2 3 4 5 
Tense 1 2 3 4 5 
Unhappy 1 2 3 4 5 
Confused 1 2 3 4 5 
Nervous 1 2 3 4 5 
Exhausted 1 2 3 4 5 
Helpless 1 2 3 4 5 
Shaky 1 2 3 4 5 
Lively 1 2 3 4 5 
Good-natured 1 2 3 4 5 
Discouraged 1 2 3 4 5 
 
To what extent are you exper iencing the following:  
 
Uncoordinated 1 2 3 4 5 
Flushing 1 2 3 4 5 
Off-balance 1 2 3 4 5 
Dizziness 1 2 3 4 5 
Nausea 1 2 3 4 5 
Sleepiness 1 2 3 4 5 
Driving ability probably 
impaired 
1 2 3 4 5 
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R E L A TIO NSH IP ADJUST M E N T SC A L E (R AS) 
Please answer the following questions regarding your current relationship partner.   
 
 Not at All  Somewhat  Extremely 
01. How well does your partner meet 
your needs? 
1 2 3 4 5 
02. In general, how satisfied are you 
with your relationship? 
1 2 3 4 5 
03. How good is your relationship 
compared to most? 
1 2 3 4 5 
04. How often do you wish you hadn’t 
gotten into this relationship? 
1 2 3 4 5 
05. To what extent has your 
relationship met your original 
expectations? 
1 2 3 4 5 
06. How much do you love your 
partner? 
1 2 3 4 5 
07. How many problems are there in 
your relationship? 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
SUB JE C TIV E IN T O X IC A T IO N 
1.  Please rate how T IPSY or BU Z Z E D you feel right now by placing an “X” anywhere on this 
line: 
 
0 |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  | 25 |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  | 50 |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  | 75 |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  | 100 
Not at all       Slightly   Moderately       Very                    Extremely 
Tipsy or       Tipsy or      Tipsy or     Tipsy or            Tipsy or 
Buzzed          Buzzed                      Buzzed        Buzzed                    Buzzed 
 
 
2.  Please rate how DRUN K  you feel right now by placing an “X” anywhere on this line: 
 
0 |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  | 25 |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  | 50 |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  | 75 |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  |  | 100 
Not at all       Slightly   Moderately      Very                     Extremely 
Drunk         Drunk                   Drunk                            Drunk                          Drunk 
 
 114 
T AST E R A TIN G F O R M (B L A N K ) 
Directions:  The following items ask you to rate the hot sauce you have just tasted. 
Please answer these items to the best of your ability. Select your answer by placing an 
“X” in the column that seems the most appropriate to you. 
 
1.  How much did you like the hot sauce? 
 
0 
















      
 
2.  How spicy did you think the hot sauce was? 
 
0 


















      
 
3.  How uncomfortable did the hot sauce make you feel? 
 
0 


















      
 
4.  How painful was the hot sauce to taste? 
 
0 
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T AST E R A TIN G F O R M (F R O M F IC T IT IO US PA R T IC IP A N T) 
Directions:  The following items ask you to rate the hot sauce you have just tasted. 
Please answer these items to the best of your ability. Select your answer by placing an 
“X” in the column that seems the most appropriate to you. 
 
1.  How much did you like the hot sauce? 
 
0 
















      
 
2.  How spicy did you think the hot sauce was? 
 
0 


















      
X  
 
3.  How uncomfortable did the hot sauce make you feel? 
 
0 






















4.  How painful was the hot sauce to taste? 
 
0 























Appendix D: Overview of H ypotheses 
Research Question Theoretical 
Underpinning 
M easures 
1.  Does alcohol intoxication contribute to verbal and physical 
aggression intentions 
Pharmacology and 
Expectancy Effects of 
Alcohol; 
Self-Regulation Theory 
ATSS coding, beverage 
conditions, ERQ Reappraisal 







1a. Intoxicated individuals will report more verbal and physical 
aggression intentions across the conflict scenario than those who 
received placebo or no alcohol and this will be moderated by 
self-regulation. 
Full sample (N = 144) Generalized Estimating 
Equations 
1b. Verbal aggression intentions will predict the occurrence of 
physical aggression intentions, and this will be moderated by 
alcohol intoxication and by self-regulation. 
Full sample (N = 144) Negative Binomial Regression 
1c. Alcohol intoxication will be associated with an escalation 
from verbal to physical aggression intentions, an effect that will 
be moderated by self-regulation. 
Only participants with 
verbal aggression   









2.  Does the ability to self-regulate thoughts, feelings, and 
behaviors decrease verbal and physical aggression intentions 
Self-Regulation Theory ATSS coding, Arousometer 
average emotional arousal, 
ERQ Reappraisal and 
Suppression subscales 
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2a. Poor self-regulation will be associated with greater emotional 
arousal. 
Full sample (N = 144) Linear Regression 
2b. Poor self-regulation will be associated with more aggression 
intentions and will be moderated by emotional arousal. 
Full sample (N = 144) Negative Binomial Regression 
2c. Poor self-regulation will be associated with an escalation 
from verbal to physical aggression intentions, an effect that will 
be moderated by emotional arousal. 
Only participants with 
verbal aggression 








3.  Do trait aggressivity and prior dating aggression contribute to 
greater verbal and physical aggression intentions? 
Trait Theory (aggressivity) 
Social Learning Theory 
(own and observed dating 
aggression) 












3a. Higher trait aggressivity will be associated with more verbal 
and physical aggression intentions and will be moderated by 
alcohol intoxication and by self-regulation. 
Full sample (N = 144) Negative Binomial Regression 
3b. A greater frequency of past-year dating aggression will be 
associated with more verbal and physical aggression intentions 
and will be moderated by self-regulation. 













4. Are their ethnic differences in dating aggression and do 
relationship characteristics contribute to aggression intentions? 
Stress and Coping Theory 
(Satisfaction); 
Psychological Entrapment 
and Investment Model 
(Commitment) 
ATSS coding, beverage 
conditions, demographics, 







4a. Non-Whites will report more aggression intentions than 
Whites.   
 
Full sample (N = 144) Negative Binomial Regression 
4b. Lower relationship satisfaction will be associated with more 
aggression intentions and will be moderated by alcohol 
intoxication. 
Full sample (N = 144) Negative Binomial Regression 
4c. Greater relationship commitment will be associated with 
more aggression intentions and will be moderated by alcohol 
intoxication. 
Full sample (N = 144) Negative Binomial Regression 
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